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ABSTRACT

COLLEGE STUDENTS AND THE STIGMA OF DEVELOPMENTAL READING:
EXAMINING STUDENTS’ EXPERIENCES, PERCEPTIONS AND ACADEMIC
PERFORMANCE

J. Schwartz, Ph.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Stephen Tonks, Director

Previous research has suggested examining the mindsets, learning beliefs, and academic
identity of students enrolled in developmental education could contribute to identifying and
describing factors that have a positive impact on students’ academic performance and completion
of their developmental education courses. Two new, adapted measures were developed, a Stigma
Consciousness Questionnaire for Developmental Reading (SCQ-DR) and a Student Mindset
Survey for Developmental Reading (SMS-DR), to investigate how community college students
experience stigma associated with being enrolled in a developmental reading course and the
relationships between stigma and students’ theory of intelligence, learning goals, effort beliefs,
and academic performance in a developmental reading course. One hundred and ninety-eight
students enrolled in a developmental reading course offered at a community college in a
metropolitan area in the Midwest United States were surveyed. Results indicated about a quarter
of the students’ perceived or experienced stigma associated with their enrollment in the
developmental reading course. Results also indicated there was a negative relationship between
stigma consciousness and theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs. Interaction

effects were also found. For those students who reported higher learning goals, associated with
mastery goal orientation, greater stigma consciousness was associated with lower course grades.
However, for students who reported lower learning goals, there was no relationship between
stigma consciousness and course grade. Also, for students with higher effort beliefs, associated
with valuing hard work, greater stigma consciousness was associated with lower course grades.
For students who reported lower effort beliefs, there was no relationship between stigma
consciousness and course grade. These findings encourage further examination of how stigma
consciousness influences academic performance for students with varying learning goals and
effort beliefs. Results also suggest an importance in continuing to examine the relationships
between stigma consciousness, student mindset, and academics for developmental education
programs, specifically developmental reading programs.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
According to a report published by Georgetown University’s Center on Education and
the Workforce, by 2020 65% of all jobs in the United States will require some postsecondary
education or skills training, with 35% requiring at least a bachelor’s degree and the other 30%
requiring some college or an associate degree (Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2013). This
continuing need for postsecondary education, along with open admissions policies, lower tuition
costs, and often favorable proximity to where people work and live, positions community
colleges to play an important role in students’ pathway to postsecondary education (Ma & Baum,
2016). In fall 2014, 42% of all undergraduate students and 25% of all full-time undergraduate
students were enrolled in community colleges and 46% of all students who completed a degree at
a four-year institution in 2013-14 had enrolled at a two-year institution at some point in the
previous 10 years (Ma & Baum, 2016).
For the many students who may enroll in a community college for some or all of their
postsecondary education, a standardized placement exam is often administered to measure
college readiness in mathematics, writing, and reading. For students scoring below a cut score
predetermined by the institution, one or more developmental education courses are often
required as part of their degree completion, or at least strongly encouraged. A 2009 national
report, which reviewed developmental education enrollment data for the purpose of improving
outcomes for community college students, found 58% of the 250,000 students enrolled in the 57
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community colleges reviewed were advised to enroll in one or more developmental education
courses (Bailey, Jeong, & Cho, 2010). A 2014 national report profiling undergraduate students
enrolled during the 2011−2012 academic year found 41% of the students at public two-year
institutions reported having taken at least one developmental education course (Skomsvold,
2014). A 2016 national report on the experiences of college students enrolled in developmental
education between 2003 and 2009 found almost 50% of the students enrolled at public two-year
institutions took two or more developmental education courses (Chen, 2016). Another 2016
national report focused on improving developmental education reviewed the college experiences
of more than 70,000 community college students across 150 institutions and found that 67% of
the students required at least one developmental education course (Center for Community
College Student Engagement [CCCSE], 2016). Barry and Dannenberg (2016), in examining the
financial cost of developmental education for students and their families, found that 57% of the
first-time, full-time students that required developmental education were enrolled at community
colleges.
Developmental education programs are seen as an academic bridge for students between
poor high school preparation and college readiness and a means to expanding access to all who
seek a college degree (Bettinger, Boatman, & Long, 2013). The percentage of community
college students who begin their college program enrolled in developmental education is
concerning because many of these students struggle to complete their developmental education
courses. Wirt et al. (2004) found only 17% of college students required to complete a
developmental education course went on to earn a bachelor’s degree, compared to 58% of
college students who did not require developmental education. Bailey, Jeong, and Cho (2010)
found that only 46% of the students enrolled in developmental reading and 33% of the students
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enrolled in developmental math completed their developmental education courses. Given the
percentage of students who may enroll in a community college for some or all of their
postsecondary education, the reports of developmental education enrollment trends, and course
completion rates for these students, understanding the student experiences in developmental
education is an important area for continued examination.
This continued examination is particularly important for students enrolled in
developmental reading because, as Fike and Fike (2008) suggested, the strongest predictor for
fall-to-spring and fall-to-fall retention for first-time community college students is passing a
developmental reading course. They stated that “college-level reading comprehension and
reading strategies are essential for students to be able to read and understand their college-level
textbooks” (p. 80). Conley (2007) described the college-ready student as a student who can
“understand what is expected in a college course, can cope with the content knowledge that is
presented, and can take away from the course the key intellectual lessons and dispositions the
course was designed to convey and develop” (p. 5). For those college students who are deemed
not “college ready,” college reading readiness is one area that is often identified as requiring
improvement, with most community colleges offering developmental reading courses for new
college students who are assessed as lacking the skills needed for effective college reading
(Bailey & Cho, 2010; Gruenbaum, 2012; Laine, Laine, & Bullock, 1999; Rao, 2005).
These reports and studies begin to illustrate a challenge community colleges and students
face with developmental education and indicate a need to identify factors that could positively
impact the academic success of community college students enrolled in developmental
education, specifically developmental reading education.
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Purpose of the Study

Often, the efforts to positively influence the success of the students enrolled in
developmental reading courses focused on examining and improving the instructional methods
used to teach reading skills (Bailey, 2009; Bailey & Cho, 2010; Rao, 2005; Vandal, 2010; Zhang,
2007). Though improving students’ reading skills is certainly an important component of student
success in a developmental reading course, in February 2013 the Office of Educational
Technology at the U.S. Department of Education released a draft report that examined a body of
growing research that posits the potential of “non-cognitive” factors – attributes, dispositions,
attitudes, and intrapersonal resources – that can be just as important as intellectual abilities for
students’ academic success (Shechtman, DeBarger, Dornsife, Rosier, & Yarnall, 2013). Other
researchers have also emphasized the need to examine the role non-cognitive factors play in
students’ academic success. In June of 2013, Yeager, Paunesku, Walton, and Dweck (2013)
released a white paper prepared for a White House meeting, Excellence in Education: The
Importance of Academic Mindsets, which examined a set of ‘non-cognitive’ factors identified as
mindsets, broadly defined as students’ perceptions of themselves and their learning
environments, and how mindsets affect students’ performance and persistence in the face of
academic challenges. Langer (2000) examined differences in learning depending on how course
content is taught and suggested students should develop a “mindfulness” approach to learning,
defined as having a flexible state of mind, and emphasized that this will allow students to
develop the ability to actively engage in the present, notice new things, draw new distinctions,
and develop a sensitivity to context. Other studies have also identified similar non-cognitive
factors that have been shown to improve the reading abilities of students enrolled in
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developmental reading courses and positively support students’ academic success (El-Hindi,
1996; Gruenbaum, 2012; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2011; Rao, 2005).
Studies have also shown a student’s belief about how individuals learn and the student’s
conceptualization about oneself as a learner play an important role in influencing student
academic behavior, which eventually influences student academic success (Nist & Holschuh,
2012; Paulson & Armstrong, 2011; Schraw & Bruning, 1996; Simpson & Nist, 2002). For
example, Lesgold and Welch-Ross (2012) suggested it is important to examine the relationships
between students’ beliefs and perceptions about academic ability and academic identity. They
argued for more research examining the characteristics of learners, adult literacy learning
environments, and stigma consciousness, an “unwanted identity as a remedial student or lowliterate adult” (p.105). Zemke and Zemke (1984) argued that adults increasing or maintaining
their sense of self-esteem is a strong secondary motivator for engaging in learning experiences.
These studies suggest that examining the mindsets, learning beliefs, and academic
identity of students enrolled in developmental reading could contribute to identifying and
describing factors that have a positive impact on the students’ academic behaviors and successful
completion of the developmental reading course. Also, since one of the primary goals of
developmental education is to prepare students to utilize what they are learning in their
developmental courses in the context of their other academic course work (Weinstein, Dierking,
Husman, Roska, & Powdrill, 1998), examining the influence the mindsets, learning beliefs, and
academic identity have on academic performance could assist developmental reading instructors
in preparing students for success in their college-level reading courses and development as
college-level readers. Last, examining the influence mindset, learning beliefs, and stigma
consciousness have on academic performance could contribute to a better understanding of what
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factors contribute to whether or not students are successful in their developmental reading
courses.

Research Questions

This study was be guided by the following research questions:

1.

How do community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course perceive
and experience stigma associated with being enrolled in the course?

2.

What is the relationship among community college students’ stigma consciousness,
mindset (theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs) and the students’
academic performance in the developmental reading course?

3.

Does the mindset (theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs) of
community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course moderate the
relationship between students’ stigma consciousness and students’ academic
performance in the developmental reading course?

Operational Definitions

Developmental Reading. Rao (2005) explained, citing the U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics, “developmental” refers to “courses and programs that
address the needs of underprepared or nontraditional students who lack the reading, writing, or
math skills necessary for college-level work,” but acknowledged the terms “developmental” and
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“remedial” are often used interchangeably. Boylan (2001a) explained “remedial” often referred
to courses that address academic needs and "deficiencies in prior learning needs” while
“developmental” often referred to courses that integrated personal and academic development
into the coursework. Arendale (2005) explained that over time a variety of terms had been used
to describe this assistance, whether academic preparatory program, remedial education,
compensatory education, learning assistance, access program, or developmental education. For
this study the term “developmental” will be used with the understanding that the integration of
personal development into reading instruction is important and the reading program used for this
study integrates students’ personal and academic development into the coursework.

Mindset. Mindset is generally understood as a construct centered in beliefs and attitudes about
intellectual abilities that can influence an individual’s response to academic challenges (Dweck,
2000). Though mindset is usually operationalized as being either fixed, an unchangeable entity,
or growth, able to be developed incrementally, mindset is best understood in terms of varying
degrees rather than as a dichotomous trait (Dweck, 2000). Specific to this study, individuals with
a fixed mindset (entity theory) generally believe that people have different levels of intellectual
ability and nothing can change that; the goal of learning is more performance rather than mastery
and effort is not seen as valuable (Dweck, 2006) In contrast, those with a growth mindset
(incremental theory) believe intellectual abilities can be cultivated and developed; the goal of
learning is more mastery than performance and effort is seen as valuable (Dweck, 2006). This
study measured these three components of mindset, theory of intelligence, learning goals, and
effort beliefs using the Student Mindset Survey (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007).
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For this study, mindset theory of intelligence was measured using three entity theory
statements (e.g., “I have a certain amount of academic reading intelligence, and I really can’t do
much to change it”) and three incremental theory statements (e.g., “I can always greatly change
how intelligent I am in academic reading”). Mindset learning goals (from the Patterns of
Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) Task Goal Orientation subscale) consisted of three statements
that measured the value of learning as a motivation (e.g., “I like academic reading best when it
makes me think hard”). Mindset effort beliefs consisted of four positive items that measured
students’ belief that effort leads to positive outcomes (e.g., “The harder I work at my academic
reading, the better I will be at it”) and five negative items that measured students’ belief that
effort has an inverse, negative relation to ability and achieving positive outcomes (‘‘If I am not
good at academic reading, working hard won’t make me good at it”).

Stigma Consciousness. Defined as an awareness of or focus on one’s stereotyped status and the
belief this status pervades one’s life experiences (Pinel, 1999). Stigma consciousness identifies
the degree of individual difference in experiencing stigma for members of possibly stigmatized
groups and the extent to which the individuals are chronically self-conscious of their stigmatized
status (Pinel, 1999). Stigma consciousness is measured using the Stigma Consciousness
Questionnaire (SCQ) and the score on the SCQ identifies perceived and actual experiences of
stereotyping for the targets of stereotypes (Pinel, 1999).

Student Course Grade. At the end of the semester, instructors assigned students final letter
grades based on the instructor’s assessment of student performance on course assignments. For
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the purpose of analysis, course letter grades were converted to point values: A = 4, B = 3, C = 2,
D = 1, and F = 0.
Student Lexile Score. Each students’ Lexile score was measured using MyReadingLab, which
is an online tool that utilizes diagnostics, practice exercises, tests, and assessments to support
instructors’ work to improve students’ reading skills and reading levels (Pearson Education,
2010-2012). MyReadingLab offers reading skill diagnostics that assess students' mastery of
critical reading skills and reading-level diagnostics that use the Lexile Framework® to accurately
assess each student's reading level. Students’ Lexile scores represent the students’ Reading Skills
and Reading Level (Lexile) scores and range from 400 to 1490. Students’ scores were measured
at the beginning of the semester and at the end of the semester by the developmental reading
program at the community college.

Overview of Methods

This study surveyed students enrolled in a College Reading I course and a College
Reading II course at a community college (two-year college) serving a diverse community of
students in a metropolitan area in the Midwest United States. Students were surveyed at the midsemester point of their course using the Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for Developmental
Reading (SCQ-DR), a modified version of Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (1999),
and the Student Mindset Survey for Developmental Reading (SMS-DR), a modified version of
Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck’s Student Mindset Survey (2007). Student demographic
data (age, gender, race/ethnicity, enrollment status) were also collected at the time of the survey
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and academic performance data (final course grade and pre- and post- Lexile scores) were shared
by the developmental reading program at the end of the semester. The data was analyzed to
examine the stigmas and assumptions students perceived and experienced while enrolled in the
developmental reading course. The data was also analyzed to better understand the relationship
between students’ stigma consciousness, mindset, and academic performance. Finally, data was
analyzed to determine if students’ mindset moderates the relationship between the students’
stigma consciousness and students’ academic performance in the developmental reading course.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews previous theoretical and empirical research to build the framework
for the study, which investigated community college students’ stigma consciousness associated
with being enrolled in a developmental reading course, students’ mindset theory of intelligence,
mindset learning goals, mindset effort beliefs, course grade, and Lexile scores. The research
selected for this review provides both a broad examination of developmental education and a
narrower focus on developmental reading education. The research also explores the relationship
between stigma consciousness, mindset, and academic performance. The research was selected
from scholarly journals and established online educational resources and reviewed to identify
trends and changes in the areas mentioned previously.
The first section of the review examines developmental education’s place in higher
education, including historical and current perceptions of developmental education in higher
education. The second section examines stigma consciousness and the association between one’s
awareness and focus on a stereotyped status and academic performance. The third section
examines efforts to improve developmental education. The fourth section examines mindset and
the association between mindset and academic performance.
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Developmental Education and Higher Education

One of the first issues to consider when examining the relationship between the
experiences of students enrolled in developmental education and their academic performance is
the purpose of developmental education in higher education and its role in preparing newly
enrolled college students for academic success. According to Boylan (2001a), the need for
developmental education originated to bridge academic preparedness gaps of beginning college
students. It can be traced to the first students attending Harvard in 1636 who had to be tutored
“because they did not know Greek and Latin well enough to study the classical works written in
those languages” (p. 3). Boylan (2001a) said this need was also evident in the late 1800s with the
introduction of land grant colleges “that taught basic reading and writing to students who were
only marginally literate” (p.3). The need appeared again in the 1960s and 1970s when “the
United States became more concerned with social justice and education opportunity” (p.4). In
1946 President Harry Truman appointed a Presidential Commission on Higher Education that
produced a report in 1947 spurring the growth of community colleges in the United States. This
marked the beginning of a national mandate for developmental education, which was initiated
and placed within the mission of the community college (Hutcheson, 2007).
Boylan (2001b) addressed the academic preparedness gap and a need for a path for
college academic success when he posited that the need for developmental education will
continue into the 21st century due to continued academic preparedness gaps of graduating high
school students. More recent policy briefs (Bautsch, 2011; Rao, 2005; Vandal, 2010) also
suggest the numbers of academically underprepared students enrolling in college still have not
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diminished and the gap have not narrowed. In addition to academically underprepared high
school graduates, Boylan (2001b) reminded us that high school graduates are becoming a smaller
portion of those who attend college compared to the number of non-traditional-aged students
who are attending. In 1992, 35% of college students were over the age of 25 (Boylan, 2001b) and
in 2008 this number had increased to 40% (Davis & Bauman, 2011). Projecting from 2010
through 2020, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) anticipated a rise of 20% in
enrollments of students age 25 and older (Hussar & Bailey, 2011). From 2004 to 2014, college
enrollment for students age 25 and over increased by 16%, but the NCES now projects, from
2014 to 2025, college enrollment will increase by 18% for students age 25 and over compared to
13% for students under age 25 (Snyder, de Brey, & Dillow, 2016). This is not to imply nontraditional-aged college students are less academically prepared than high school graduates.
However, as the number of non-traditional-aged students rises as a percentage of the total
population of college students, efforts to ensure academic preparedness will need to focus on
both high school graduates and returning adult students.
As Hutcheson (2007) stated, President Truman’s 1947 Commission on Higher Education
report initiated a national mandate for developmental education. Community colleges were in a
unique position to prepare underprepared students because of an “open door” admissions policy
that accepted students regardless of academic ability (Price, 2004; Wilson, 2004). This role for
the community college had been suggested as early as the turn of the twentieth century by
university presidents William Rainey Harper, of the University of Chicago, and David Starr
Jordan, of Stanford University, who expressed concern their institutions would be “overrun” by
unqualified students and saw the junior college “as an essential safety valve” for academically
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unprepared students (Brint & Karabel, 1989). This focus on the role of the community college in
closing the academic unpreparedness gap, was again addressed in a speech by President Barack
Obama (2009) that outlined his American Graduation Initiative, stating:
In the coming years, jobs requiring at least an associate’s degree are projected to grow
twice as fast as jobs requiring no college experience. We will not fill those jobs – or keep
those jobs on our shores – without the training offered by community colleges.

Soon after the President’s initiative was introduced, the Lumina Foundation released a strategic
plan (Goal 2025) to increase the number of Americans who obtain a postsecondary credential or
degree in the United States to 60% by 2025. Since then, the postsecondary credential and degree
attainment rate of young adults (ages 25-34) rose to approximately 40% in 2011 and
approximately 45% in 2013 (Valle, Normandeau, & Gonzalez, 2015). In 2012, after President
Obama presented his initiative and the Lumina Foundation developed Goal 2025, the 21stCentury Commission on the Future of Community Colleges urged community colleges to
increase associate degree and certificate completion rates by 50% by 2020, and to meet the goal,
community colleges must “increase the rate of success of incoming students” (American
Association of Community Colleges, 2015). Though postsecondary completion rates at
American colleges have risen, closing the attainment rate gap will be a challenge and requires
existing universities to push for higher completion rates using new accelerated, affordable
pathways (Matthews, 2012).
The initiative put forth by President Obama directed education policy makers, community
college administrators, and community college personnel to improve the quality of instruction at
community colleges and work to raise completion rates of community college students. One of
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the challenges facing this goal, and ensuring postsecondary completion rates continue to rise, is
ensuring that academically underprepared students who are enrolled in community colleges have
the opportunity to become academically successful. According to the Lumina Foundation’s
2013-2016 Strategic Plan (2013), a progress report for their Goal 2025 strategic plan, achieving
this goal requires a focus on low-income, racial and ethnic minority, working-adult, and firstgeneration college students, specifically those students who have been often under-represented in
higher education and frequently academically underprepared. Today, though most community
colleges provide prospective students open access to postsecondary education regardless of
academic goals, learning abilities, or degree of academic preparedness, community colleges
appear to be enrolling a greater number of students who are academically unprepared for the
academic challenges they will encounter in the community college classroom (Bettinger et al.,
2013; CCCSE, 2016; National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education and the Southern
Regional Education Board [SREB], 2010; Prince, 2005). Given the continued need for
developmental education to bridge the academic preparedness gaps of both high school graduates
and returning adult students, particularly at community colleges, it is important to understand
what factors contribute to whether or not students are successful in their developmental
education courses.

Perceptions of Developmental Education

In reviewing the origins of developmental education in higher education, a history of
perceiving certain students as not academically prepared for college and requiring remediation
appears. Thus, a second issue to consider when examining the relationship between the
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experiences of students enrolled in developmental education and their academic performance is
how developmental education has been perceived by both college staff and students. Wyatt
(2003), in examining the history of college reading courses in the United States, identifies a
pattern of lamenting about the deficiencies of American college undergraduates and defining
those students, whose academic abilities do not align with the expectations of college
administrators and faculty, as underprepared. Wyatt’s (2003) examination reveals that in 1889 it
was reported that only 65 of the nearly 400 universities in the United States “had freed
themselves from the embarrassment of preparatory departments” (p.15). This negative perception
of underprepared students was evident in other examples Wyatt (2003) shared, from fierce
resentment of preparatory students by those who struggled to establish a prestigious image of
their schools to warnings by college officials of poorly prepared students. Stahl and King (2009)
also illustrate this practice of labeling some American college undergraduates as underprepared
in their research on the history of college reading research and pedagogy. In their examination of
the learning assistance center’s evolution, Stahl and King (2009) write that one impetus for
learning centers was “the recurring perception that students entering college were less prepared
for academics than the preceding academic generation...” (p.8). Additionally, many students who
enroll in college experience resentment and frustration resulting from being unaware of their
academic unpreparedness, perceive their placement in developmental education negatively, and
are surprised they must complete one or more developmental education courses (Fike & Fike,
2008). A survey of students’ reactions to being enrolled in postsecondary developmental
education reveals that 37% of the students had feelings of frustration, 18% were embarrassed,
and 12% were angry, particularly if the student graduated from high school with a belief of
having been academically successful (Strong American Schools, 2008).
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These examples illustrate a pattern of academically underprepared college students often
being seen as an embarrassment and having less value than academically prepared college
students. This pattern raises the question of whether postsecondary students enrolled in a
developmental reading course perceive the stigmas associated with postsecondary education and
the impact any perception of stigma may have on students’ mindset and academic performance.
An important idea to consider when considering the influence others’ perceptions of
developmental education may have the students’ own perceptions and experiences is the Thomas
Theorem. It states if men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences (Thomas &
Thomas, 1928). This idea was first posited by Thomas and Thomas in their examination of how
individuals perceive situations they are in and the impact this perception has on actions and
understanding of the situation. Additionally, Thomas (1923) advanced the phrase, "definition of
the situation," which is a stage of examination and deliberation that precedes any self-determined
act or behavior. Thomas (1923) also suggested there is often conflict between how an individual
defines a situation and the definition provided by others, an important idea to consider when
examining the experiences of college students who find themselves enrolled in postsecondary
developmental education.
This pattern of stigma in others’ perception of developmental education, along with Reid
and Moore’s (2008) argument that research about academically underprepared students often
lacks the students’ perspectives and Long and Boatman’s (2013) suggestion that any system to
support college students’ success is inadequate if there is no attempt to understand how students
perceive these efforts, all suggest a need to explore how community college students enrolled in
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a developmental reading course perceive and experience stigma associated with being enrolled in
the course.

Stigma Consciousness

The concept of stigma consciousness was introduced by Pinel (1999) to identify the
degree of individual difference in experiencing stigma for members of possibly stigmatized
groups and the extent to which the individuals were chronically self-conscious of their
stigmatized status. After developing a measure of stigma consciousness, Pinel found “whether
females, males, gay men, lesbians, Blacks, Whites, Asians, or Hispanics, the individuals
composing those groups do not all approach their stereotyped status with the same mindsets”
(p.126). Additionally, Pinel found stigma consciousness accounted for within-group variability
and that all individuals within the same group did not experience, react to, or were affected by a
possible stigma in the same way. Pinel explained stigma consciousness is a measure of both
dispositional and situational individual differences and the extent to which individuals believe
their stereotyped status pervades their life experiences with individuals high in stigma
consciousness more likely to perceive discrimination directed toward themselves and their group.
Although stigma consciousness shares some similarities with other constructs that focus on the
experiences of targets of stereotypes (e.g., group identity, group consciousness, stereotype
threat), stigma consciousness is unique in that it reflects an individual’s expectation that he or
she will be stereotyped (Pinel, 1999). In her initial studies and subsequent research, Pinel (1999,
2004) validated stigma consciousness as a separate construct that could contribute to our
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understanding of the perceived and actual experiences of stereotyping for those individuals who
are targets of stereotypes.
Studies examining the consequences of stigma consciousness on academic performance
have shown that individuals who are targets of negative performance stereotypes, when made
aware of these stereotypes, tend to perform worse than nonstereotyped individuals (Steele &
Aronson, 1995). Also, suspicions of inferiority for targets of negative performance stereotypes
may lead students to psychologically disengage from a domain and devalue their performance in
that domain (Major, Spencer, Schmader, Wolfe, & Crocker, 1998). The potential consequences
of negative performance stereotypes may also impact students who are targets of negative
academic stereotypes. Brown and Pinel (2003) found students who were targets of academic
stigmas, particularly those with elevated stigma consciousness levels, performed worse in
academic domains compared to students low in stigma consciousness levels. In a review of
objective self-awareness and the psychological consequences of stigma, Pinel and Bosson (2013)
suggested stigma consciousness “determines the extent to which stereotype threat will impair
performance” (p. 59) and research has shown that “public stigma negatively impacts its targets’
performance, but only under certain conditions” (p. 59).
One of the first studies that explored the relationship between stigma consciousness and
academic performance was Pinel’s (1999) study of female introductory psychology students’
phenomenological experiences when interacting with men and the influence the women’s beliefs
about how men view women has on their academic performance. Specifically, Pinel examined
differences in students’ choices of topics for a jeopardy-type game to determine if the students
high in stigma consciousness would avoid situations in which they believed they would be
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stereotyped. Pinel found women high in stigma consciousness who believed they would be
competing against a man rather than against a woman in the jeopardy-type game were more apt
to avoid stereotypically male topics, while the sex of the competitor had no effect on the topic
preferences for women low in stigma consciousness. Pinel also found these effects appeared to
be mediated by performance expectancies, such that the performance expectancies for women
low in stigma consciousness did not vary by condition, but women high in stigma consciousness
expected to perform worse on the stereotypically male topics when the women believed the
competitor was a man. In another study exploring the relationship between stigma consciousness
and academic performance, Brown and Pinel (2003) investigated whether diﬀerences in stigma
consciousness moderated the impact of gender stereotypes on women’s math performance. They
found that for those female participants who were informed the study concerned factors that
explained why men and women perform so diﬀerently on standardized math tests, women high
in stigma consciousness performed worse on a math test than women low in stigma
consciousness. Conversely, for those female participants who were only informed the study
concerned factors that predicted performance on tests of mathematical ability, stigma
consciousness showed no relation to performance. Thus, under conditions in which participants
are exposed to the stigma of inferiority, those high in stigma consciousness may perform worse
than those low in stigma consciousness.
In addition to women’s experiences with stigma consciousness, studies have examined
academically stigmatized minority students’ experiences with stigma consciousness. Pinel,
Warner, and Chua (2005) found Latino/a and African American students at a primarily White
college experienced an increase in stigma consciousness after arriving at the college compared to
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White and Asian American students, who reported equal levels of stigma consciousness before
and after arriving at the college. They also found academically stigmatized males had lower
grade point averages to the extent that they experienced increases in stigma consciousness,
whereas stigmatized females had lower grade point averages regardless of the extent to which
they experienced increases in stigma consciousness (Pinel, Warner, & Chua, 2005). Brown and
Lee (2005) found African American and Latino/a students who reported lower levels of stigma
consciousness had overall grade point averages similar to their White and Asian American peers.
However, African American and Latino/a students who reported higher levels of stigma
consciousness had significantly lower overall grade point averages compared to their White,
Asian American, and low-stigma-conscious peers. Armenta (2010) examined the math
performance of Asian American and Latino/a undergraduate students and found, when students
were made aware of an ethnic stereotype cue on a measure of math performance, Asian
American students with a stronger ethnic identity performed better than Latino/a students with a
stronger ethnic identity. The math performance of Asian Americans and Latino/a students who
did not strongly identify with their respective ethnic groups was not significantly affected by the
ethnic stereotype cue on math performance. Mosley and Rosenberg (2007) investigated the
effects of stigma consciousness and perceived stereotype threat on the academic performance of
African American females attending a predominantly White state university in the southern
United States. They found African American females with higher stigma consciousness had
lower self-efficacy and, conversely, the students with greater self-efficacy had higher GPAs.
Mosley and Rosenberg (2007) conclude by suggesting, “…there is a link between elevated
stigma consciousness levels among academically stigmatized minorities and academic
performance deficits” (p. 105).
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In addition to academic performance, studies have examined the relationship between
stigma consciousness and students’ stereotyping expectations. Smith, Kausar, and Holt-Lunstad
(2007) compared undergraduate Pakistani women majoring in science and non-science to
examine the possible influence of stigma consciousness on the students’ self-reported academic
experiences and motivation. They found Pakistani women pursuing a science subject reported
higher levels of stigma consciousness and the extent to which the women perceived stigma
influenced their academic motivation, specifically, a greater likelihood of adopting a
performance-avoidance goal when studying science. Guyll, Madon, Prieto, and Scherr (2010)
explored how self-fulfilling prophecies and stigma consciousness might contribute to the
relationship between Latino/a ethnic identity and academic achievement. Their findings
suggested Latino/a students’ experiences with prejudice and discrimination may facilitate stigma
consciousness by increasing students’ awareness of their group’s stereotype and stigmatized
status. In addition, knowledge structures (e.g., stereotypes, self-views, social roles) may
influence students’ judgments and affect behaviors in ways that impact educational outcomes.
Stigma consciousness has been shown to influence a variety of perceptual and behavioral
outcomes.
Schmalz and Kerstetter (2006) examined how boys’ and girls’ (between the ages of 8 and
10) awareness of gender stereotypes in sports affected participation in sports identified as
feminine, masculine, or gender neutral. They found both boys and girls who reported higher
stigma consciousness levels were less likely to participate in feminine sports, suggesting an
awareness that participation or association with a particular type of sport could put them at risk
for the gender stereotypes associated with that sport. These findings may be informative when

23

examining the stigma consciousness of college students enrolled in a developmental reading
course and students’ participation in the course.
Studies have also examined the relationship between stigma consciousness and
stereotyping expectations in a variety of contexts beyond the student and college context.
Schmalz (2010) examined the weight stigma consciousness of overweight and obese adults at a
weight management center, specifically the stereotype that overweight and obese individuals are
lazy and inactive, and found weight stigma was negatively related to perceived physical
competence. Stigma consciousness relating to fertility difﬁculties was examined with men and
women who were attending an infertility center for a ﬁrst appointment, with findings suggesting
that as men’s stigma consciousness increased, they shared their fertility difficulties with fewer
people. Also, for both men and women, stigma consciousness and perceived social support were
negatively associated (Slade, O'Neill, Simpson, & Lashen, 2007). Kelleher (2009) examined
experiences of LGBTQ youth ages 16-24 years with prejudice and discrimination and found the
greater the young person’s expectation for rejection based on his or her sexual identity (i.e.,
higher levels of stigma consciousness), the more likely the young person was to report symptoms
of anxiety, depression, and thoughts of suicide. Lewis, Derlega, Griffin, and Krowinski (2003)
also examined the relationship between stressors associated with sexual orientation and
depressive symptoms in a sample of gay, lesbian, and bisexual individuals, finding participants
who reported greater stigma consciousness also reported more depressive symptoms, which
suggested those individuals who expected others to judge them using sexual orientation
stereotypes experienced more distress. Similarly, in a study of lesbian women who lived in a
metropolitan area in the southeastern United States, participants’ expectations of experiencing
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prejudice and discrimination associated with sexual orientation, measured as levels of stigma
consciousness, were positively associated with intrusive thoughts, negative mood, and selfreports of physical symptoms (e.g., diarrhea, faintness, cold, or cough; Lewis, Derlega, Clarke, &
Kuang, 2006).
Individuals high in stigma consciousness often perceive greater discrimination against
themselves and other members of their group, believe their group membership influences their
social interactions and experiences, and perceive negative and ambiguous feedback as
discriminatory (Pinel, 2004; Pinel et al., 2005). Given the potential influence increased stigma
consciousness and perceptions of negative academic stereotypes can have on stereotyping
expectations, academic engagement, and academic performance, it seems necessary to examine
if community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course perceive and
experience stigma as a result of being identified as “deficient readers” and the relationship
between students’ stigma consciousness and academic performance. Additionally, this
examination is important because no studies examining the stigma consciousness and
perceptions of negative academic stereotypes of students enrolled in developmental reading have
been identified. Finally, this examination can contribute to the ongoing efforts to improve
developmental education.

Efforts to Improve Developmental Education

Bailey and Cho (2010) suggested improving developmental education could be both the
most difficult and one of the most important issues at the community college. Developmental
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education allows students to strengthen academic areas that are determined to be weak and assist
with either graduating with an associate degree or transferring to four-year institution (Barr &
Schuetz, 2008). In reviewing the literature and research on concerns with the current state of
developmental education and recommendations for improving developmental education, several
areas of focus are apparent. Complete College America, a national nonprofit that works with
states to increase college degree completion and to close attainment gaps for traditionally
underrepresented populations, suggested developmental education should be offered as a corequisite and not a pre-requisite by redesigning first-year, full-credit courses with co-requisite
built-in tutoring and support (Complete College America, 2012). Bickerstaff and Monroe Ellis
(2012) reviewed 60 instructional innovations in developmental education and found the majority
of the innovations fell into four broad categories: boot camps, compressed courses, learning
communities, and computerized modular learning. Other improvements in developmental
education focus on the developmental education curriculum and course content. In a report
examining the efforts of three community colleges currently involved in Achieving the Dream,
Zachry and Schneider (2008) identified instructional reforms that included increasing students’
engagement through the use of small-group learning activities and interactive instructional
models, developing a two-instructor course model so students progressing more slowly can be
separated from students progressing more quickly, and adding supplemental workshops to the
curriculum, led by peer leaders. In a policy brief directed to education policy makers, MDRC, a
nonprofit, nonpartisan education and social policy research organization that works to improve
programs and policies affecting the poor, suggested improvements to developmental education
should include evidence-based instructional strategies adapted for community colleges and
professional development for instructors and curricular reforms (MDRC, 2012).
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Different from improvements in the areas of developmental education structure, delivery,
curriculum, and course content are improvements that focus on students’ experiences in the
developmental education course. Specifically, Bickerstaff and Monroe Ellis (2012) argue that no
improvements will lead to substantial gains in student achievement “unless attention is paid to
aligning what happens in the classroom with the identified needs of students” (p. 2) and
“colleges often fail to fully identify the challenges students face…” (p.2). Edgecombe, Cormier,
Bickerstaff, and Barragan (2013) suggest one reason developmental education improvements
often do not generate substantial impacts is that they “only impact the beginning of students’
college experience and may not provide the intensity or duration of supports necessary to affect
long-term outcomes” (p. 2). A few studies have examined the needs and experiences of students
enrolled in developmental education. McCory (2015) examined African American students’
experiences in developmental education at a community college in a metropolitan city in the
Midwest United States and found a positive, no-quit attitude was the most influential in assisting
and explaining the students’ persistence in their developmental education courses. Owens (2015)
examined community college students’ experiences in developmental education at a community
college located in the southeastern United States to better understand the students’ perceptions of
the challenges to their success in developmental coursework. Perseverance, hard work, and
determination were found to foster a level of self-confidence that motivated the students to be
successful in their developmental courses (Owens, 2015).
Examining students’ perceptions and experiences with developmental reading instruction
is important because the success of underprepared readers in college is “directly and significantly
related to taking and passing a reading skills course" (Cox, Friesner, & Khayum, 2003). As
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mentioned previously, Fike and Fike (2008) argued the strongest predictor for fall-to-spring and
fall-to-fall retention for first-time community college students is passing a developmental
reading course. Simpson, Stahl, and Francis (2004), in their review of best practices that support
college reading programs, recommended college reading programs should work towards
ensuring college support professionals understand the impact students’ beliefs about reading and
learning have on students’ performance. Hong-Nam and Leavell (2011) examined the
relationship between students’ improved reading performance, self-esteem, and self-efficacy and
suggested developmental reading instructors could assist “striving readers” (developmental
readers) with developing a sense of "learner agency." Rao (2005) examined several research
studies that assessed the effectiveness of developmental reading programs and concluded
students enrolled in developmental reading could improve self-regulation through recognizing
their reading strengths and weaknesses and monitoring the effectiveness of their reading skills. In
addition, Hong-Nam and Leavell (2011) emphasized developmental reading could prepare
students to “see the relationship between what they do as learners and the outcomes their
strategies and approaches yield” (p. 14).
Thus, examining how students’ experiences and perceptions contribute to whether or not
students are successful in their developmental reading courses could have the potential to support
efforts to strengthen underprepared students’ academic reading, provide a better understanding of
how to develop the affective skills students need to succeed in their developmental reading
courses, and contribute to improved student retention in developmental reading education.
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Mindset

One of the non-cognitive factors that has been examined in educational research is
mindset, which has been shown to contribute to how students interpret their learning
environments, can influence students’ academic performance in multiple ways, and can
determine if students will put forth or withdraw academic effort when faced with academic
challenges (Yeager, Paunesku, Walton, & Dweck, 2013). Examining the influence students’
mindsets have on academic engagement and learning in the classroom can assist in
understanding how students’ experiences in and out of the classroom affect learning and
academic performance (Dweck, Walton, & Cohen, 2014). Often, the mindset of students is
revealed in statements students make regarding their beliefs about intellectual ability, their goal
orientation, and beliefs about the value of effort. In the case of students enrolled in a
developmental reading course, these statements may include, “I am not a reader,” or “I am dumb
when it comes to reading,” or “I won’t do well in college because I struggle with reading.”
Alternatively, “If I work hard I can become a better reader,” or “It takes time to become a better
reader,” or “Developing better reading skills will help me in college.” For most students making
these statements, the student’s particular mindset can influence academic performance, either
impeding or encouraging her or his students’ actual reading abilities and shaping the student’s
experience with the reading coursework and instruction.
Studies have examined the influence of students’ mindsets, as expressed in these
statements, on academic achievement and motivation. Dweck (2006) offered that student
academic achievement is influenced by a student’s perception of intelligence and identified two
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beliefs about intelligence, the first being an entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) in which
students believe that intelligence is an attribute that is unable to change and that intelligence is a
fixed quantity. The second is being an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) in
which students believe intelligence is a malleable attribute that is able to change through the
student’s own effort and hard work (Dweck, 2006).
When a student with a fixed mindset encounters an academic task that is difficult, the
student begins to feel anxious, which in turn produces doubts in the student’s abilities, a decrease
in interest in the task, and an eventual dismissal of the value of the task. Contrary, when a
student with a growth mindset encounters an academic task that is difficult, the student looks for
ways to correct the deficiency the student is experiencing, views the need for additional effort as
a positive, and looks for new learning strategies to assist the student with accomplishing the
difficult task (Dweck, 2007). Students with an entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) often
perceive effort and studying as an indication of low academic ability and exhibit a performance
goal orientation, while students with an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) often
perceive effort and studying as an opportunity to learn and improve; they exhibit a mastery goal
orientation (Yeager & Dweck, 2012).
In two studies that explored the role of implicit theories of intelligence in adolescents’
mathematics achievement, Blackwell et al. (2007) found students’ implicit theories of
intelligence predict their academic performance over time. Specifically, their research confirmed
that adolescents with more of an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) endorsed
learning goals more strongly and held more positive beliefs about effort than students with more
of an entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) (Blackwell et al., 2007). Also, students with
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more of an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) “were less likely to attribute a
potential failure to lack of ability, and more likely to say they would invest more effort or change
strategy in response than were students who held an entity theory” (Blackwell et al., 2007, p.
253). Haimovitz, Wormington, and Corpus (2011) examined middle school students’ mindsets
and beliefs about intelligence to determine what differentiates levels of intrinsic motivation in
middle school students and found students who experienced motivational declines were more
likely to have an entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) than were those who maintained
levels of intrinsic motivation over the course of a school year. Encouraging an incremental view
of intelligence (growth mindset) may help to sustain students’ intrinsic motivation and ultimately
enhance both academic success and life-long learning (Haimovitz, Wormington, & Corpus,
2011).
Through investigating the successful use of mindset research to remove psychological
barriers to learning, Yeager et al. (2013) posited that students with more of an entity view of
intelligence (fixed mindset ) believed their intelligence is finite and unchangeable, and when
experiencing academic difficulty, this mindset undermined resilience to learning challenges.
However, students with more of an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) believed
their intelligence can be developed, and when experiencing academic difficulty, this mindset
supported resilience to learning challenges. Yeager and Dweck (2012) reviewed research that
investigated the impact of students’ mindsets on students’ resilience in the face of academic
challenges and offered that entity views of intelligence (fixed mindset) and incremental views of
intelligence (growth mindset) create distinct psychological lenses that filter students’ experiences
of these challenges. Molden and Dweck (2006) reviewed research on social cognition and found
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students’ theories of intelligence often shaped students’ interpretation of and response to
academic difficulties. Additionally, they suggested that in situations where students experienced
academic difficulties resulting from negative social stereotypes it is important to consider how
entity (fixed) and incremental (growth) theories of intelligence could alter students’
interpretations and responses given the potential for students to perceive the difficulties are a
result of their academic ability being evaluated (Molden & Dweck, 2006).
These challenges to students’ resilience in the face of academic setbacks and the resulting
variance in levels of intrinsic motivation may lead some students to resist the instruction
presented in a course, and in some cases resistance to the course instruction could lead to
students’ negative self-talk and problems with the transfer of learning (Dembo & Praks Seli,
2004). Adding to these factors, for students enrolled in a developmental reading course, is the
possibility that some developmental reading instructors and classmates may interpret a student’s
resistance to the course instruction represents a “deficiency” with the student and conclude the
student does not care about the reading course. From here, this perception by instructors and
classmates could lead students with an entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) and students
with an incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset), each with a different psychological
filter through which to interpret this perception, to draw different conclusions about themselves
as learners. Mangels, Butterfield, Lamb, Good, and Dweck (2006) suggested students with an
entity view of intelligence (fixed mindset) are often more vulnerable to negative feedback and as
a result are “more likely to shun learning opportunities where they anticipate a high risk of
errors, or to disengage from these situations when errors occur” (p. 75). For those students who
struggle with the developmental reading course, they may come to believe that their behavior
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reflects a lack of caring about the learning and performance in the classroom, and this conclusion
could lead to a belief that those students who struggle lack the motivation to engage with
assigned coursework and complete academic tasks. Contributing to the role negative thinking
plays in performance impairments, many adult students who return to college express anxiety
about their abilities and success as learners, particularly those students who are deemed
academically underprepared (Ross‐Gordon, 2003).
Given the influence mindset has on students’ beliefs about academic ability, motivation,
goal orientation, and academic performance, researchers have examined the impact mindset
interventions have on students’ academic experiences. Schmader, Forbes, Zhang, and Mendes
(2009) examined the role negative thinking played in performance impairments and found that a
positive mindset, identified as having confidence in one’s abilities, played a role in moderating
postsecondary students’ susceptibility to stereotype threat, and positive reappraisal fueled better
performance on stereotype-relevant tasks. They also found the activation of negative group
stereotypes, which could bias a student’s monitoring of academic performance, could be
moderated by situations that encouraged and supported positive thoughts (Schmader, Forbes,
Zhang, & Mendes, 2009). In a study of college students that tested a mindset intervention that
would assist students in resisting responses to stereotype threats that impaired academic
performance and academic engagement, the students who were guided to see intelligence as
malleable (growth mindset) earned higher GPAs the following academic term and the African
American students indicated greater enjoyment and value with the coursework (Aronson, Fried,
& Good, 2002). The results suggested changing students’ mindsets, specifically beliefs about
intelligence, could change how students deal with academic challenges and setbacks.
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Claro, Paunesku, and Dweck (2016) explored the relationship between a growth mindset
and academic achievement for high school students living in a South American country and
found the students who held more of a growth mindset, across all levels of family income, were
more likely to experience higher academic achievement. In a study of students enrolled in
several geographically diverse high schools located in the United States, Paunesku et al. (2015)
administered a growth mindset intervention that reinforced the idea that working hard on
challenging tasks is an opportunity for learning and becoming more intelligent. They found for
students identified as academically at risk, average GPA was raised over the course of a semester
in students’ core academic classes. These studies support the idea that an entity view of
intelligence (fixed mindset) and incremental view of intelligence (growth mindset) could
influence the academic experiences and performance of students enrolled in a developmental
reading course.
The historical and current perceptions of stigma in developmental education, and the
association between one’s awareness of a stereotyped status and academic performance, support
examining how community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course perceive
and experience stigma associated with being enrolled in the course. Additionally, the limited
research examining the influence of academic identity and mindsets on the academic
performance of students enrolled in developmental education, particularly developmental
reading, warrants this examination and will contribute to ongoing efforts to positively impact the
academic success of community college students enrolled in developmental education.

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study analyzed data from students enrolled in a development reading course at a
Midwest United States community college. Students completed a stigma consciousness survey
and a mindset survey, both modified for a developmental reading population. Students were also
asked to respond to two open-ended questions; the first asked if the students perceived or
experienced any stigmas or assumptions about the reading course and the second asked students
to express their thoughts about being enrolled in the developmental reading course. Students’
survey results, course grades, and Lexile scores were used to investigate community college
students’ stigma consciousness associated with being enrolled in a developmental reading
course; students’ mindsets composed of theories of intelligence, learning goals, and effort
beliefs; and the influence these have on students’ course grades and Lexile scores. This study
was guided by the following research questions:

1.

How do community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course perceive
and experience stigma associated with being enrolled in the course?

2.

What is the relationship among community college students’ stigma consciousness,
mindset (theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs), and students’
academic performance in the developmental reading course?
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3.

Does the mindset (theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs) of
community college students enrolled in a developmental reading course moderate the
relationship between students’ stigma consciousness and students’ academic
performance in the developmental reading course?

Settings and Participants

The participants for this study were students enrolled in a College Reading I course and a
College Reading II course at a community college (two-year college) serving students in a
metropolitan area in the Midwest United States. The community college serves more than 15,000
full-time and part-time students, providing both credit and non-credit courses. The college’s
student body consists of approximately 60% students identifying as White, 23% Latino, 10%
African American, and 3% Asian. Approximately 54% of the college’s students are female and
46% are male.
Both reading courses were designed to promote success in college reading. The first
reading course focused on increased efficiency in textbook and learning strategies, improving
perception of key elements of text, expanding vocabulary through application of word parts, and
improving the ability to construct meaning through direct instruction in reading and study
strategies. The second reading course focused on reviewing basic reading and learning strategies,
developing proficiency in recognizing and applying patterns of organization to college text
materials, and increasing vocabulary knowledge and strategies.
Most community colleges have open admissions policies, but new students are usually
required to complete a pre-enrollment placement test to determine college-level reading, writing,

36

and mathematics aptitude. The students who participated in this study were enrolled in one of the
two reading courses based on their score on the Compass test, a computerized assessment of
students’ abilities in reading, writing and mathematics using a standardized test. Placement into
one of the two reading courses was determined using the standardized test measuring students’
reading knowledge and was administered by the community college prior to the students
enrolling in the course. Students who scored below a standard cut point, established by the
developmental reading program prior to test administration, were required to enroll in one of the
two developmental reading courses. It should be noted that the use of the Compass test has since
been phased out and the community college is exploring an alternative measure to assess
students’ reading abilities.
The students enrolled in the developmental reading classes were primarily first-time
college students, enrolled both full time and part time in their first year of college. Table 3.1
displays the demographic characteristics of the study participants.
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Table 3.1. Study Participant Demographics
Variable

Percent of the Sample

Gender

Female
Male

57%
43%

Race / Ethnicity

Caucasian (White, non-Hispanic)
Hispanic / Latino/a
Black / African American
Asian / Asian American
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander
More than one race/ethnicity
Prefer not to answer

38%
29%
21%
3%
1%
4%
4%

Age

18 – 24 years
25 – 29 years
40 – 49 years

97%
2%
1%

Enrollment Status

Full-time (12 or more credits)
Part-time (11 or fewer credits)

63%
37%

Note: n = 198

A list of the students who consented, including only their name and student ID number,
was sent to the coordinator of the developmental reading program at the end of the semester. The
coordinator of the developmental reading program at the community college then provided
students’ final course grades and students’ pre- and post- Lexile scores, measured using the
MyReadingLab, for the students who consented to participate.

Procedures

The coordinator of the developmental reading program at the community college where
the study was conducted assisted with scheduling data collection. At the beginning of the
semester when data was collected, the coordinator shared with the developmental reading

38

instructors the Student Mindset and Student Experiences Introduction and Consent document
(see Appendix A), instructions on how to administer the surveys, and a brief message of support
for the study. The coordinator also facilitated email exchanges between the researcher and the
developmental reading instructors during the three weeks data was being collected, which
provided an opportunity for the researcher to explain the purpose of the study, answer
instructors’ questions pertaining to administering the survey and ensuring sufficient survey
completion, and addressing student questions.
Data was collected over a three-week period of time around the mid-semester point of the
developmental reading course. Data was collected around the mid-semester point of the course to
provide students a few weeks, while enrolled in the developmental reading course, to interact
with classmates, faculty, and other students and to develop possible stigmatized experiences
regarding being enrolled in the developmental reading course. Additionally, gathering data
several weeks into a semester provided time for the students to develop theories of intelligence
(i.e., “I can’t get better at reading” or “I can learn to be a better reader”), learning goals, and
effort beliefs pertaining to the developmental reading course and their enrollment in the course.
Finally, collecting data at this time would allow students to develop perceptions of their
academic identity in relation to their academic performance and establish an understanding of
possible stigmas associated with their enrollment in a developmental reading course.
Over the course of the semester, students attended a computer lab about once every other
week to complete MyReadingLab activities and other course assignments. Students’ survey data
was collected during one of the scheduled lab sessions for each section of the developmental
reading courses. Each instructor was responsible for facilitating their students’ online completion
of the Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for Developmental Reading (SCQ-DR) and Student
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Mindset Survey for Developmental Reading (SMS-DR). The surveys were administered using
Qualtrics, an online survey tool. At the discretion of the instructor, the surveys were
administered either during the first 15 minutes or last 15 minutes of the weekly computer lab
meeting depending on which time was least disruptive for the students and class activities. The
introduction page to the survey provided the same information instructors received with the
Student Mindset and Student Experiences Introduction and Consent document (see Appendix A).
Instructors were asked to remind students that participation was voluntary and if they chose not
to participate, students could use the time to complete lab activities that were scheduled for that
day.
After the students had read the survey introduction page, the instructions directed those
who chose to participate to provide their first name, last name, and student ID and informed
students that providing this information and completion of the surveys indicated the student’s
consent to participate in the study. The students were not asked to sign a consent form. This
method of consent was approved by the Northern Illinois University Institutional Review Board.
Students were also informed that their survey responses would be kept confidential and only the
researcher would see their survey response data. Since the instructors would have had to collect
students’ signed consent forms, the argument for not having students complete a signed consent
form assured students that their instructor would not know if they completed the survey.
Assuring students that their instructor would not have any knowledge of their completion of the
survey or responses could contribute to greater student participation and honesty when answering
the survey items. Also, since the surveys were administered using Qualtrics, having students sign
a separate consent form would have added an additional requirement for the instructors. Students
were informed that responses would be kept confidential and the results would not include any
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identifying information. Emphasizing the anonymity of the questionnaire and not requiring
students to sign a consent form could also mitigate the possibility that students might provide
“socially acceptable” responses about their experiences with and perceptions of their academic
identity as a college student enrolled in a developmental reading course and their theories of
intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs.

Measures

Stigma Consciousness
For this study, students’ stigma consciousness was measured using a modified version of
Pinel’s original Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (1999). According to Pinel, the Stigma
Consciousness Questionnaire measures perceived and actual experiences of stereotyping on
targets of stereotypes. A review of previous research found other studies that used a modified
version of Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ) to measure the stigma
consciousness of college students, whether African American females attending a predominantly
White southern university (Mosley & Rosenberg, 2007) or academically stigmatized (Black and
Hispanic) students and academically non-stigmatized (White and Asian) students at a highly
selective liberal arts college in New England (Brown & Lee, 2005). The review found no studies
that used a modified stigma consciousness measure with developmental reading students. Thus,
this study developed a modified version of Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for a
developmental reading population. The new Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for
Developmental Reading (SCQ-DR) was pilot tested with college students enrolled in
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developmental reading at a separate Midwest United States college to determine the scale
reliability of the modified measure. The pilot study findings are discussed in the next section.
The eight items (five reverse-coded) on the SCQ-DR were re-written for a developmental
reading population and to measure if students had experienced any stigmas (i.e., stereotypes,
judgments, biases) or assumptions (i.e., course load work, type of student who enrolls,
importance of the course) associated with the developmental reading course in which they were
enrolled or about students enrolled in the developmental reading course. Sample items included,
“Stereotypes and stigmas about students in College Reading have not affected me personally”
and “My being in College Reading does not influence how other college students interact with
me.” The SCQ-DR utilized a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6
(Strongly Agree) to determine an index of stigma consciousness, with a higher score indicating a
greater degree of stigma consciousness. See Appendix B for the full version of the SCQ-DR.

Mindset
For this study, students’ mindset was measured using a modified version of the Student
Mindset Survey (Blackwell et al., 2007). The original Student Mindset Survey (SMS) was based
upon a model of achievement motivation that shaped the meaning systems people develop to
understand success and failure (Dweck, 2000). A review of previous research found another
study, investigating the impact of a mindset intervention on adolescent students’ motivation and
achievement in science, used a modified version of the mindset theory of intelligence questions
to measure “intelligence in science” (Shumow & Schmidt, 2013). The review found no studies
that used a modified version of a student mindset measure with developmental reading students.
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Thus, this study developed a modified version of Blackwell et al.’s (2007) Student Mindset
Survey for a developmental reading population. The new Student Mindset Survey for
Developmental Reading (SMS-DR) was pilot tested with college students enrolled in
developmental reading at a separate Midwest United States college to determine the scale
reliability of the modified measure. The pilot study findings are discussed in the next section.
See Appendix B for the full version of the SMS-DR.
The 17 items (eight reverse-coded) on the SMS-DR were re-written for a developmental
reading population and to measure students’ theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort
beliefs. The first six items measured students’ theory of intelligence, consisting of three entity
theory statements (e.g., “I have a certain amount of academic reading intelligence, and I really
can’t do much to change it”) and three incremental theory statements (e.g., “I can always greatly
change how intelligent I am in academic reading”). The next three items measured students’
learning goals. These items were from the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) Task
Goal Orientation subscale that measured the value of learning as a motivation (e.g., “I like
academic reading best when it makes me think hard”) (Blackwell et al., 2007). The last eight
items measured students’ effort beliefs, consisting of four positive items that measured students’
belief that effort leads to positive outcomes (e.g., “The harder I work at my academic reading,
the better I will be at it”) and five negative items that assessed students’ belief that effort has an
inverse, negative relation to ability and achieving positive outcomes (‘‘If I am not good at
academic reading, working hard won’t make me good at it”). Part of modifying the SMS
included a statement prior to the survey items that instructed students to think of academic
reading as any reading that is completed for all of their college coursework, including course
textbooks, course assignment instructions, or other reading materials assigned for their courses.
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Academic Measures
Students’ course grades consisted of an end-of-the-semester final letter grade, A – F,
based on the instructor’s assessment of each student’s performance on course assignments.
According to course policy, students must receive an A, B, or C to pass the developmental
reading course. For the purpose of analysis, this study converted students’ course letter grades to
a point value: A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 1, and F = 0.
The developmental reading program at the community college where this study was
conducted recently determined the program was adequately engaging students in the content of
the developmental reading courses. According to the director of the developmental reading
program, the faculty decided to use MyReadingLab because it can assist faculty with assessing
the reading level of students through the Lexile framework and assist with better measuring and
sharing student progress in reading. Also, according to the director, being able to measure
average initial and final Lexile levels helped the developmental reading program achieve its goal
of successfully supporting students’ reading development. The community college where this
study was conducted measured students’ initial reading level at the beginning of the semester to
generate a pre-Lexile score and measured students’ reading ability at the end of the semester to
generate a post-Lexile score. Using these two scores, the developmental reading program
generated a change-in-Lexile score, which was reviewed at the end of the semester to assist with
assessing students’ success in the reading course. The coordinator of the developmental reading
program where this study was conducted assisted in providing the pre-Lexile and post-Lexile
scores for the students who completed the surveys and consented to the collection of their
academic measures.
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Pilot Study

Prior to completing the full study, a pilot study was conducted at a college serving
students in a metropolitan area in the Midwest United States to determine the reliability of the
modified Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for Developmental Reading (SCQ-DR) and
Student Mindset Survey for Developmental Reading (SMS-DR). Though there were some
organizational differences between this college and the college used for the full study, each
college uses a placement test to enroll students in developmental reading courses, the mission of
each developmental reading program is similar, and the demographic characteristics and reading
abilities of the students enrolled in each program are similar.
The pilot consisted of administering the Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for
Developmental Reading (SCQ-DR) and Student Mindset Survey for Developmental Reading
(SMS-DR) to students enrolled in the developmental reading courses at the pilot college. As
mentioned previously, the item wording on each survey was changed to align with a reading
population and the pilot study was conducted to determine the scale reliability of the adapted
measures. The authors of these two measures were contacted and provided written consent to
adapt and use their measures for this pilot study and the full study. Approval to conduct the pilot
study was granted by the Northern Illinois University Institutional Review Board.

Scale Reliability

The SCQ-DR and SMS-DR were administered to eight sections of developmental reading
during a 15-minute period either at the beginning or the end of the class, depending on the
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arrangement made with the course instructor. Sixty students participated in the pilot study. The
students who participated in the pilot study were comparable to the students enrolled in the
developmental reading courses at the community college where the full study was conducted in
that both groups were new college students, the racial and ethnic distribution of both groups was
similar, and the students in both groups were identified as requiring developmental reading
instruction through the use of a placement test conducted prior to the students’ enrollment in the
course.
To determine the scale reliability of the SCQ-DR and SMS-DR, descriptive statistics
were run for each variable to determine the degree to which students’ scores varied. The internal
consistency of each scale was also examined using a technique proposed by Cronbach (1951) to
produce a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha score, with most researchers using an alpha cut-point of
.70 for adequate scale reliability. Table 3.2 displays the descriptive statistics, the scale reliability
alpha, and the number of items for each variable.

Table 3.2.
Descriptive Measures for the Variables – Pilot Study
α

Sample
N

M

SD

Variance

Stigma
Consciousness

58

2.69

0.81

0.62

1.50 – 5.10

0.85

8

Mindset – Theory
of Intelligence

59

4.89

1.03

1.06

2.67 – 6.00

0.91

6

Mindset – Learning
Goals

60

4.15

1.11

1.23

1.00 – 6.00

0.79

3

58

4.63

0.73

0.54

2.89 – 6.00

0.76

8

Mindset – Effort
Beliefs

Range

N of
items
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For the SCQ-DR, after modifying item wording for a developmental reading population,
the pilot study found the internal consistency of the 10-item scale had an α = 0.72. For
comparison, the internal consistency of the 10-item scale on the original Stigma Consciousness
Questionnaire had an alpha of 0.74 (Pinel, 1999). The pilot study results indicated removing
items 2 and 10 would improve the internal consistency to α = 0.85. Thus, the SCQ-DR used in
the full study consisted of the remaining eight items.
For the SMS-DR, after modifying the scale items’ wording for a developmental reading
population, the internal consistency for the six-item theory of intelligence scale was α = .91, for
the three-item learning goals scale α = .79, and for the nine-item effort beliefs scale α = .72. For
comparison, the internal consistency of the original Student Mindset Survey for the six-item
theory of intelligence scale was α = 0.78, for the three-item learning goals scale α = 0.73, and for
the nine-item effort beliefs scale α = 0.79 (Blackwell et al., 2007). The pilot study results
indicated removing item 7 from the nine-item effort beliefs scale would improve the internal
consistency to α = .76. Thus, the SMS-DR used in the full study consisted of all six theory of
intelligence items, all three learning goals items, and the remaining eight effort belief items.

Variable Correlations

Correlations were run to determine the relationships among the four variables. Table 3.3
displays the results, which indicate statistically significant inverse relationships between stigma
consciousness and mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and mindset effort
beliefs. This significant inverse relationship is important because it supported the examination, in
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the full study, of whether students’ mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and
mindset effort beliefs may moderate the relationship between students’ stigma consciousness and
students’ course grades and stigma consciousness and students’ Lexile scores.

Table. 3.3
Correlations Among the Variables – Pilot Study
Stigma
Consciousness
Stigma
Consciousness

Mindset
Theory of
Intelligence

Mindset
Learning
Goals

-

Mindset – Theory of
Intelligence

-.380**

-

Mindset – Learning
Goals

-.362**

.384**

-

-.430**

.658**

.466**

Mindset – Effort
Beliefs

Mindset
Effort
Beliefs

-

** p < 0.01

Each modified survey also included an open-ended question focused on the students’
understanding of the concept of academic reading intelligence, for the SMS-DR, and the
students’ subjective experiences associated with being enrolled in a developmental reading
course, for the SCQ-DR. These two questions were added to the modified surveys because
incorporating a phenomenological measure with a self-report measure provides an understanding
of the students’ "lived experience" of being enrolled in a developmental reading course and
provides a multidimensional perspective of the students’ motivation with regards to academics
(Fulmer & Frijters, 2009; Shedivy, 2004; Yeung 2004). Elliott (2004) suggested that relying
solely on self-report measures may be inappropriate for studying complex educational issues and
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at a minimum self-report measures may provide incomplete understandings of the complexities
of education research; at worst self-report measures may lead to practitioner action that is
misconceived and misdirected. Veermans and Tapola (2004) suggested that using additional
methods to measure students’ motivation in education would allow the researcher to validate and
supplement the self-report measure data, which would assist in the interpretation of the results
and increase the accuracy of results. Yeung (2004) explained a phenomenological approach
provides a flexible method of studying motivation focused on individuals’ subjective experiences
while providing an understanding of the meanings and perceptions of the individuals’
motivation. Additionally, for this study, the students’ responses to the open-ended questions
would add the students’ voices to their stigma consciousness and mindset scores and assist with
assessing content validity for the stigma consciousness scale and student mindset scale.
Examining students’ responses to the first open-ended question in the pilot study,
“Briefly describe what you think academic reading intelligence means,” suggested students
understood what was meant by academic reading intelligence. For example, one student wrote,
“The rate or level at which you read/comprehend.” A second student wrote, “How well you
know about reading and comprehending reading,” and a third wrote, “…means the level that you
are able to read, evaluate, and understand text.” Examining students’ responses to the second
open-ended question in the pilot study, “Are there stigmas (i.e., stereotypes, judgements, biases)
or assumptions (i.e., course load work, type of student who enrolls, importance of the course)
associated with the reading course you are taking,” offered a clear understanding of the stigmas
and assumptions students experienced while enrolled in the developmental reading course. For
example, one student wrote, “There are stigmas that [college reading] students won’t make it to

49

graduation, that we are not deserving to be in college, and that we are somehow morally lower
than other students.” A second student wrote, “[college reading] students are not as smart as
traditional students,” and another student wrote, “I heard one person say it’s a way to let dumb
people go to college. I think they stereotype the [college reading] students to be underachievers.”
The pilot study findings, adequate scale reliability, a significant inverse relationship
between stigma consciousness and mindset, and students expressing clear understanding of the
wording used with the two modified surveys, SCQ-DR and SMS-DR, supported the use of these
two measures for the full study.

Plan for Analysis

Research Question 1

To answer the first research question, a stigma consciousness score was calculated for
each student, with the understanding that scores existed along a continuum ranging from lower
scores indicating a lower level of stigma consciousness to higher scores indicating a higher level
of stigma consciousness. The range and variance of students’ stigma consciousness scores, and
students’ average scores for each item on the SCQ-DR, were examined to determine the degree
students’ perceived and experienced stigmas and assumptions about students enrolled in the
developmental reading course. The average stigma consciousness score for the sample was also
compared to pre-established low, moderate, and high groups to determine the distribution of
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scores for each group. Additionally, differences in students’ scores were examined for
enrollment status (full time and part time), age (traditional-aged students and non-traditionalaged students) gender, and race/ethnicity. Last, responses to two open-ended questions, which
asked students to briefly explain if they perceived or experienced any stigmas or assumptions
associated with the developmental reading course and to briefly express their thoughts about
being enrolled in the developmental reading course, were examined and coded for responses that
expressed experiencing or perceiving some degree of stigma or a negative personal feeling
regarding being enrolled in the course. These statements were then compared against the sample
to determine the frequency of these responses. Examining the students’ responses provided a
fuller understanding of the stigmas and assumptions students perceived and experienced while
enrolled in the developmental reading course and gave voice to these perceptions and
experiences.

Research Question 2

To answer the second research question, correlation analysis was used to describe the
strength and direction of the relationships among stigma consciousness, mindset (theory of
intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs), students’ course grades, and Lexile scores.
Students’ scores for mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and mindset effort
beliefs were calculated for each student and used for this analysis. For mindset theory of
intelligence, scores were examined with the understanding that scores existed along a continuum
ranging from a lower score indicating more of an incremental theory of intelligence to a higher
score indicating more of an entity theory of intelligence (Dweck, 2000). For mindset learning
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goals, scores were examined with the understanding that a higher score indicated the student
placed greater value on learning as academic motivation (Blackwell et al., 2007). For mindset
efforts belief, scores were examined with the understanding that a higher score indicated the
student held a greater belief that effort leads to positive outcomes, has a positive relationship
with ability, and is effective in achieving positive academic outcomes (Blackwell et al., 2007). In
addition, students’ responses to the two open-ended questions were compared to the students’
stigma consciousness score, three mindset scores, course grade, and Lexile scores, which
provided a better understanding of the relationships between the variables and the students’
perceptions and experiences while enrolled in the developmental reading course.

Research Question 3
To answer the third research question, Hayes’s (2012) PROCESS macro (Model 1) for
SPSS was used. This procedure used conditional process analysis, estimated the coefficients of a
model using OLS regression, and generated conditional effects in moderation models (Hayes,
2012). This procedure used conditional process analysis to estimate the coefficients of a model
using OLS regression and generated conditional effects in moderation models (Hayes, 2012).
Using a path diagram provided both a descriptive and analytic framework that captured both the
correlational and the experimental views of a moderator variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). After
regression assumptions were checked, including issues of collinearity and normality, three
moderation models were examined to determine if mindset theory of intelligence, mindset
learning goals, or mindset effort beliefs influenced the magnitude of the association between
stigma consciousness and course grade and stigma consciousness and change in Lexile score.
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Using PROCESS allowed for estimating the interactions for each moderation model and analysis
of the simple slopes and areas of significance.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to investigate community college students’ stigma
consciousness associated with being enrolled in a developmental reading course; students’
mindset composed of theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs; and the influence
these have on students’ academic performance in the developmental reading course. Students
completed a stigma consciousness survey and a mindset survey, both modified for a
developmental reading population. The students also responded to two open-ended questions; the
first asked if the students perceived or experienced any stigmas or assumptions about the reading
course and the second asked students to express their thoughts about being enrolled in the
developmental reading course.
Given that the participants of the study were enrolled in one of two developmental
reading courses, prior to analyzing the results, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare
mean differences for stigma consciousness score and change in Lexile score for the students
enrolled in the two courses. There was no significant difference between the mean stigma
consciousness scores for the two courses (p = .121). Also, there was no significant difference
between the mean change in Lexile scores for the two courses (p = .763). Additionally, between
the two courses, there were 17 distinct course sections. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to
compare mean differences for stigma consciousness scores and change in Lexile scores for the
students enrolled in each course section. There were no significant differences among the mean
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stigma consciousness scores for the 17 course sections (p = .173) nor among the mean change in
Lexile scores for the 17 course sections (p = .873). Given this, for the remaining data analyses
the two courses, 17 sections, were combined and treated as one group.

Analysis of the Surveys: SCQ-DR and SMS-DR

The two survey measures, Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire for Developmental
Reading (SCQ-DR) and Student Mindset Survey for Developmental Reading (SMS-DR), were
adapted to a developmental reading context. A previous pilot study was conducted to determine
the scale reliability of the adapted measures (see Chapter 3). Using responses from the full study,
scale reliability of the adapted survey measures was analyzed again. Descriptive statistics were
run for each variable to determine the degree to which scores varied. Table 4.1 displays
descriptive statistics for each variable in the full study.

Table 4.1.
Descriptive Measures for the Variables – Full Study
N of
items

M

SD

Variance

Stigma
Consciousness

198

2.56

0.80

0.63

1.00 – 4.88

0.77

8

Mindset – Theory
of Intelligence

198

4.46

0.90

0.80

2.00 – 6.00

0.84

6

Mindset – Learning
Goals

198

4.24

1.04

1.07

1.00 – 6.00

0.82

3

198

4.33

0.77

0.60

2.13 – 6.00

0.80

8

Mindset – Effort
Beliefs

Range

α

N
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Table 4.1 also displays the scale reliability alpha and the number of items for each
variable. The internal consistency of each scale was examined using Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha score. Consistent with the pilot study results, the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha score for
each scale used in the full study indicated adequate scale reliability. Thus, the SCQ-DR and
SMS-DR were confirmed reliable scales for the full study and should be considered reliable for
subsequent studies of stigma consciousness or mindset for a developmental reading population.

Community College Students’
Perceived and Experienced Stigma

To answer the first research question and examine how community college students
enrolled in a developmental reading course perceive and experience stigma associated with being
enrolled in the courses, composite stigma consciousness scores were calculated. Scores were
examined with the assumption that stigma consciousness scores fall along a continuum ranging
from 1.00 to 6.00, with lower scores indicating less stigma consciousness and higher scores
indicating more stigma consciousness. After reverse coding appropriate items, the average
composite stigma consciousness score for the sample (n = 198) was 2.56 (SD = 0.08) and
individual student scores ranged from 1.00 to 4.88. Next, since the SCQ-DR utilized a six-point
scale, stigma consciousness was categorized as either low (scores below 2.60), moderate (scores
between 2.61 and 4.20), or high (scores above 4.21). Though the average stigma consciousness
for the sample was low (M = 2.56), 46% of the students reported moderate stigma consciousness
(scores between 2.63 and 4.13) and 1% reported high stigma consciousness (4.25 to 4.88).
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Additionally, to answer Research Question 1, scores for individual items on the SCQ-DR
were examined. For the survey item, “When interacting with other students, who know I am in
College Reading , I feel like they interpret my academic behaviors in terms of the fact that I am
in College Reading ,” 44.9% (n = 89) of the students indicated some level of agreement with the
statement. In addition, 28.3% (n = 56) of the students indicated some level of agreement with the
statement, “Stereotypes and stigmas about students in College Reading have affected me
personally,” and 25.8% (n = 51) of the students indicated some level of agreement with the
statement, “Most college students have a lot more negative thoughts about me being in College
Reading than they actually express.” Table 4.2 lists the percentage of students who indicated
some level of agreement for each of the eight items on the survey and the sample average stigma
consciousness score for that item.
Table 4.2.
SCQ-DR Stigma Consciousness Item Agreement (n =198)

Stigma Consciousness Statement

Percentage
Indicating
Some
Agreement

Item
Mean
Score

When interacting with other students, who know I am in College Reading, I feel
like they interpret my academic behaviors in terms of the fact that I am in
College Reading.

44.9 %

3.21

Stereotypes and stigmas about students in College Reading have affected me
personally.

28.3 %

2.81

Most college students have a lot more negative thoughts about me being in
College Reading than they actually express.

25.8 %

2.52

Most college students have a problem viewing me, a student in College Reading,
as equals.

20.2 %

2.33

(Continued on the following page)
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Table 4.2 (continued)
Most students not enrolled in College Reading do judge me on the basis of
being in College Reading.

18.2 %

2.50

I often think about the fact that I am in College Reading when I interact with
other college students.

17.7 %

2.38

My being in College Reading does influence how other people interact with
me.

14.6 %

2.33

My being in College Reading does influence how other college students
interact with me.

13.1 %

2.37

Continuing to answer Research Question 1, stigma consciousness scores by demographic
groups were examined to determine possible group differences in students’ perceived and
experienced stigmas regarding being enrolled in the developmental reading course. Differences
in stigma consciousness scores were examined for gender, enrollment status (full time and part
time), age (traditional-aged students and non-traditional-aged students), and race/ethnicity. An
independent-samples t test revealed significant difference in the composite stigma consciousness
scores of males (M = 2.68, SD = .855) and females (M = 2.46, SD = .736); t (196) = 1.96, p =
0.05. Cohen’s effect size value (d = 0.28) suggests a small significance. An independent-samples
t test revealed no significant difference in the stigma consciousness scores of full-time students
(M = 2.55, SD = .813) and part-time students (M = 2.57, SD = .770); t (196) = -.120, p = 0.91.
For age, since most students reported an age between 18 and 24 years old, age was recoded into
traditional-age students, ages 18 – 24 years old, and non-traditional-age students, age 25 years or
older. Additionally, given the large difference in the number of traditional-age students and nontraditional-age students, a Mann-Whitney U test revealed no significant difference in the stigma
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consciousness scores of students 18-24 years old (Md = 2.50, n = 171) and students 25 years old
or older (Md = 2.31, n = 6), U = 404.5, z = -0.88, p = 0.379. Race/ethnicity was also recoded due
to the disproportionate numbers of responses across the categories presented to the students.
Race/ethnicity was recoded into four groups: Black/African American (n = 41), Caucasian (n =
76), Hispanic/Latino/a (n = 57), and Other (n = 24). A one-way ANOVA revealed no statistically
significant difference in the stigma consciousness scores across the four different race/ethnicity
groups F(3,194) = 1.54, p = 0.21.
Finally, to further understand how community college students enrolled in a
developmental reading course perceive and experience stigma associated with being enrolled in
the courses, students’ responses to the two open-ended questions were examined. Students were
asked to briefly explain if they were aware of any stigmas or assumptions associated with the
developmental reading course in which they were enrolled and to briefly express their thoughts
about being enrolled in the developmental reading course. Students’ statements regarding their
awareness of any stigmas or assumptions associated with the developmental reading course in
which they were enrolled were reviewed for words and phrases that expressed either a positive
sentiment (i.e., no awareness of any stigmas or assumptions) or a negative sentiment (i.e., an
awareness of some stigma or assumptions) and marked accordingly. Next, students’ statements
regarding their thoughts about being enrolled in the developmental reading course were reviewed
for words and phrases that expressed either a positive sentiment (i.e., expressing no concern
about the course content, expressing the course’s importance in relation to their reading
improvement, expressing a willingness to be in the course) or a negative sentiment (i.e.,
expressing a concern about the course content, expressing the course’s lack of importance in
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relation to their reading improvement, expressing an unwillingness to be in the course) and
marked accordingly.
The statements expressing a negative sentiment for each question were then tallied and
results showed that approximately 21% of the students (n = 42) responded with comments that
expressed they experienced or perceived stigma associated with the developmental reading
course. One student wrote, “People think I am dumb.” Another student wrote, “I have heard
people call it the ‘stupid people classes’ and many people, including myself, believe we are
limited to what we can take because of the developmental classes we are forced to take simply
because that is what we tested in.” A third student wrote, “I feel like it does place in a lower level
and people might judge you because of that,” and another student wrote, “That by being in a
lower reading class you're not smart as all the other students.” Approximately 19% of the
students (n = 29) responded with comments that expressed a negative sentiment regarding being
enrolled in the course. One student wrote, “I feel embarrassed, and I know I am capable of
better,” and another wrote, “I feel dumb that I did not score high enough on my [placement] test
to be in a higher class.” A third student wrote, “It sucks. I shouldn’t be in here. I passed all my
high school classes with A’s.”
Taken together, results showed that students enrolled in a developmental reading course
experienced various degrees of stigma. Though the majority of the participants reported low
stigma consciousness, those students who reported moderate to high stigma consciousness
expressed perceiving or experiencing stigmas pertaining to their academic abilities, and being
judged for requiring reading assistance, and feelings of embarrassment and inadequacy. For these
students, being enrolled in a developmental reading course brings with it a consciousness of a
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stigma associated with developmental reading courses and the students required to complete
those courses.

Relationships Among Stigma Consciousness,
Mindset and Academic Measures

To answer the second research question, the relationships among stigma consciousness,
the three mindset measures, course grade, post-Lexile score, and change in Lexile score (post
score minus pre score) were examined using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.
Table 4.3 displays the correlations among the variables.
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Table. 4.3
Correlations Among the Variables
Stigma
Consciousness
Stigma
Consciousness
Mindset –
Theory of
Intelligence

Mindset
Theory of
Intelligence

Mindset
Learning
Goals

Mindset
Effort
Beliefs

Course
Grade

Post
Lexile
Score

-

-.190**

-

-.141*

.418***

-

Mindset –
Effort Beliefs

-.245**

.652***

.503***

-

Course Grade

-.145

.098

.049

.199*

-

Post Lexile
Score

-.127

.104

.059

.214**

.609***

-

Change in
Lexile Score

-.076

-.012

-.074

.115

.400***

.783***

Mindset –
Learning
Goals

Change
Lexile
Score

-

***p < 0.001 **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

There was a statistically significant weak, negative correlation between stigma
consciousness and mindset theory of intelligence (r = -.190, p = .007), mindset learning goals (r
= -.141, p = .047), and mindset effort beliefs (r = -.245, p = .001). This was hypothesized and
was consistent with the pilot study. As expected, there was a statistically significant, positive
correlation between course grade and post-Lexile score (r = .609, p < .001) and course grade and
change in Lexile score (r = .400, p < .001).
For the academic measures, there was a statistically significant but weak, positive
correlation between mindset effort beliefs and course grade (r = .199, p = .013) and mindset
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effort beliefs and post-Lexile score (r = .214, p = .008). Also, there was a weak, negative
correlation approaching significance between stigma consciousness and course grade (r = -.145,
p = .072). In addition, change in Lexile score was recoded into three categories: negative change
(post-Lexile score was lower than pre-Lexile score), moderate change (post-Lexile score
increased between 1 and 199 points) and significant change (post-Lexile score increased by 200
or more points). This particular developmental reading program established a goal of a 200-point
increase over the semester for students enrolled in the developmental reading course. When
change in Lexile score was grouped into these three categories, a chi-square test for
independence indicated a significant relationship between change in Lexile score and course
grade, χ2 (8, n = 152) = 21.21, p = .007. Next, one-way ANOVAs were run using change in
Lexile scores, and the results indicated there were no significant relationships between change in
Lexile score and mindset theory of intelligence, F(22,130) = .891, p = 0.62; mindset learning
goals, F(12,140) = .659, p = 0.79; mindset effort beliefs, F(2,124) = 1.05, p = 0.41; or stigma
consciousness, F(27,125) = .999, p = 0.48.
In addition to examining correlations among the variables, another method used to
answer the second research question was to compare the responses to the two open-ended
questions and each student’s corresponding stigma consciousness score, three mindset scores,
course grade, and change in Lexile score. Table 4.4 presents some of the responses to the two
open-ended questions for some students with high, moderate, and low stigma consciousness.
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Table 4.4.
Students’ Awareness of Stigmas and Assumptions
Student’s
Response to
Stigmas and
Assumptions

[No response]

No

Yes, I heard of
them.

I have heard
that being in
College
Reading you’re
in the lower
reading class
and it means
you’re not as
intelligent as
the other
students.

Stigma
Consciousness

Mindset
Theory of
Intelligence
Score

Mindset
Learning
Goals
Score

Mindset
Effort
Beliefs
Score

Final
Course
Grade

Change
in Lexile
Score

Student’s
Response to
Thoughts
about the
Course

High

6.00

6.00

5.63

D

51

People think
I am dumb

447

I feel like it
does place
in a lower
level and
people
might judge
you because
of that.
Waste of
time, boring,
waste of
money,
staying one
step lower in
education.

Moderate

4.83

4.33

5.00

C

Moderate

5.17

6.00

4.88

B

56

Moderate

2.33

2.00

3.25

B

164

I feel like
this class
has not
helped me
with my
reading. I
will just
always
struggle
with my
reading
skills and
nothing can
improve it.

(Continued on following page)
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Table 4.4 (continued)
Student’s
Response to
Stigmas and
Assumptions

That I shouldn't
be in it, and I
need to choose
a higher course.

I have heard
people call it
the stupid
people classes
and many
people,
including
myself, believe
we are limited
to what we can
take.
That by being
in a lower
reading class
you're not smart
as all the other
students
Still like high
school. people
are still going to
make fun of
whoever they
want

Stigma
Consciousness

Moderate

Moderate

Mindset
Theory of
Intelligence
Score

3.83

4.00

Mindset
Learning
Goals
Score

2.33

3.67

Mindset
Effort
Beliefs
Score

3.25

3.75

Final
Course
Grade

B

F

Change
in Lexile
Score

Student’s
Response to
Thoughts
about the
Course

497

I think I
shouldn't be
in the class,
because it’s
easy, I just
don't do the
work all the
time

60

I don't really
think about
it much
because I
don't have a
choice to be
in it.

I just think
that it is
another class
I have to
take to move
foreword

Moderate

4.00

3.33

4.38

A

224

Moderate

4.50

4.67

3.50

C

-72

I feel dumb
that I did not
score high
enough on
my
[placement]
test to be in
a higher
class.

(Continued on following page)
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Table 4.4 (continued)
Student’s
Response to
Stigmas and
Assumptions

Still like high
school. people
are still going to
make fun of
whoever they
want

That the people
there are not
good at English

No

Stigma
Consciousness

Moderate

Low

Low

Mindset
Theory of
Intelligence
Score

4.50

5.00

4.50

Mindset
Learning
Goals
Score

4.67

5.33

5.00

Mindset
Effort
Beliefs
Score

3.50

4.75

4.88

Final
Course
Grade

C

A

B

Change
in Lexile
Score

Student’s
Response to
Thoughts
about the
Course

-72

I feel dumb
that I did not
score high
enough on
my
[placement]
test to be in
a higher
class.

422

It’s alright
I’ll get out
of it and it’s
not too hard
and I do
well at it

151

I feel like
I'm behind
because I
want to be in
101 English
but I know I
need these
class to be in
101.

Comparing the responses and their corresponding scores provided a multidimensional
perspective of the students’ “lived experience" of being enrolled in a developmental reading
course and the relationship these experiences have with students’ mindsets and academic
performance. As Yeung (2004) urged, this approach provided a method of examining students’
subjective experiences by giving a voice to those stigmatized experiences and provided a better
understanding of the meaning of those experiences.
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Mindset as a Moderator of the Relationship Between
Stigma Consciousness and Academic Performance

For Research Question 3, there was no significant relationship between stigma
consciousness and post-Lexile score and no significant relationship between stigma
consciousness and change in Lexile score, and therefore the influence of the mindset measures
on a relationship between these two variables was not examined. For stigma consciousness and
course grade, the relationship was found to be approaching statistical significance, p = .072.
Therefore, the influence of mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and mindset
effort beliefs on the relationship between stigma consciousness and course grade was examined
using Hayes’s (2012) PROCESS macro (Model 1) for SPSS. This procedure used conditional
process analysis, estimated the coefficients of a model using OLS regression and generated
conditional effects in moderation models (Hayes, 2012). After regression assumptions were
found to be met, including issues of collinearity and normality, three moderation models were
examined to determine if mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, or mindset
effort beliefs influenced the magnitude of the association between stigma consciousness and
course grade.
First, mindset theory of intelligence and stigma consciousness were analyzed and the
results indicated the overall model was significant, R2 = .042, F(3,151) = 3.02, p = .032, with the
variables accounting for 4% of the variance in students’ course grades, although mindset theory
of intelligence, b = .097, t (151) = .95, p = .346, and stigma consciousness, b = -.200, t (151) =
-1.77, p = .079, were not significant predictors of students’ course grades. Next, the interaction
term between mindset theory of intelligence and stigma consciousness was analyzed and the
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results indicated the interaction, b = -.191, t (151) = -1.90, p = .059, was not statistically
significant. Given this, the interaction plot was not examined.
To test the hypothesis that students’ mindset learning goals moderated the relationship
between students’ stigma consciousness and grades, a multiple regression model was tested, with
stigma consciousness and mindset learning goals mean centered prior to analysis. First, mindset
learning goals and stigma consciousness were analyzed and the results indicated the overall
model was significant, R2 = .040, F(3,151) = 3.35, p = .021, with these variables accounting for
4% of the variance in students’ course grades, although mindset learning goals, b = .064, t(151)
= .659, p = .511, and stigma consciousness, b = -.198, t(151) = -1.73, p = .086, were not
significant predictors of students’ grades. Next, the interaction term between mindset learning
goals and stigma consciousness was analyzed and the results indicated the interaction, b = -.195,
t(151) = -2.20, p = .030, was significant. Examination of the interaction plot showed, for low
mindset learning goals, there is no relationship between stigma consciousness and grades, b =
-.014, t(151) = -.088, p = .930, but for high mindset learning goals, there is a statistically
significant negative relationship between stigma consciousness and grades, b = -.382, t(151) =
-3.02, p = .003. The results of the cross-over interaction showed that for students with high
mindset learning goals, as their stigma consciousness increased their course grade decreased
(Figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1. Interaction between mindset learning goals and stigma consciousness.

To test the hypothesis that students’ mindset effort beliefs moderated the relationship
between students’ stigma consciousness and course grades, a multiple regression model was
tested, with stigma consciousness and mindset effort beliefs mean centered prior to analysis.
First, mindset effort beliefs and stigma consciousness were analyzed and the results indicated the
overall model was significant, R2 = .113, F(3,151) = 7.01, p < .001, with the variables accounting
for 11% of the variance in course grades. Students’ mindset learning goals, b = .296, t(151) =
2.09, p = .039, was a significant predictor of course grade, although students’ stigma
consciousness, b = -.140, t(151) = -1.16, p = .248, was not a significant predictor of course grade.
Next, the interaction term between mindset effort beliefs and stigma consciousness was analyzed
and the results indicated the interaction, b = -.446, t(151) = -2.67, p = .008, was significant.
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Examination of the interaction plot showed, for low mindset effort beliefs, there is no
relationship between stigma consciousness and grades, b = .201, t(151) = -.933, p = .352, but for
high mindset effort beliefs, there is a statistically significant negative relationship between
stigma consciousness and grades, b = -.480, t(151) = -3.91, p < .001. The results of the crossover interaction showed that for students with high mindset effort beliefs, as their stigma
consciousness increased their course grade decreased (Figure 4.2).

Figure 4.2. Interaction between mindset effort beliefs and stigma consciousness

Examining the hypothesis that mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and
mindset effort beliefs each would moderate the relationship between stigma consciousness and
students’ course grades indicated that for mindset learning goals and mindset effort beliefs there
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was a significant influence, but only for students who reported higher learning goals or higher
effort beliefs. These findings require further examination as to the implications for students’
experiences in a developmental reading course and for the continued efforts to improve
developmental reading programs.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

This study examined community college students’ stigma consciousness associated with
being enrolled in a developmental reading course, students’ mindset theory of intelligence,
mindset learning goals, and mindset effort beliefs to better understand the relationships between
stigma consciousness, mindset, and students’ academic performance. Examining these
relationships contributes to understanding the influence stigma and mindset have on students’
academic success in a developmental reading course and supports the efforts being made to
improve developmental reading programs and students’ development as proficient readers
prepared for college-level coursework.
The current study built on and extended past research that examined student success in
developmental education. Previous studies found that a primary goal of developmental education
is to prepare students to transfer what they are learning in their developmental courses in the
context of their other academic courses (Weinstein et al., 1998); that students’ conceptualizations
about themselves as learners play an important role in influencing student academic behavior
(Nist & Holschuh, 2012; Paulson & Armstrong, 2011; Schraw & Bruning, 1996; Simpson &
Nist, 2002); and that students who successfully completed a developmental reading course were
more likely to be retained than those students enrolled in developmental reading who did not
successfully complete the course (Fike & Fike, 2008).
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This study contributes to the literature in three distinct ways. First, it provides a new,
validated measure of students’ stigma consciousness for developmental reading. Second, through
the use of open-ended questions, this study gives voice to students regarding their perceptions of
and experiences with stigma associated with being enrolled in a developmental reading course.
Third, this study provides a first look at the mindset of students enrolled in a developmental
reading course and the relationships between mindset, stigma consciousness, course grade, and
Lexile score.

A New Measure of Developmental
Reading Stigma Consciousness

The first contribution is a new and valid measure of the stigma students may perceive and
experience when enrolled in a developmental reading course. This is important because previous
studies that examined the influences of stigma consciousness on academic performance have
found that individuals who are targets of negative performance stereotypes, when made aware of
these stereotypes, tend to perform worse than nonstereotyped individuals (Steele & Aronson,
1995). Also, suspicions of inferiority for targets of negative performance stereotypes may lead
students to psychologically disengage from a domain and devalue their performance in that
domain (Major et al., 1998). Additionally, students who were targets of academic stigmas,
particularly those with elevated stigma consciousness levels, performed worse in academic
domains compared to students low in stigma consciousness levels (Brown & Pinel, 2003).
Previous research has also successfully measured students’ stigma consciousness using a
modified version of Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ), whether with the
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examination of the stigma consciousness and academic performance of African American
females attending a predominantly White southern university (Mosley & Rosenberg, 2007) or
comparing stigma consciousness and academic achievement for Black and Hispanic students and
White and Asian students enrolled at a highly selective liberal arts college in New England
(Brown & Lee, 2005). However, this study and the development of the SCQ-DR extends the
research on stigma consciousness. The SCQ-DR is different from previous modified versions of
Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire because the target of the stigma is fundamentally
different. The SCQ-DR measured stigma associated with students’ reading ability and academic
behaviors, rather than students’ gender or ethnicity. Similarly, Wildes (2005) examined the
occupational stigma experienced by servers working in the food and beverage departments of
membership-only clubs, also extending the research on stigma consciousness to the stigma
associated with an individual’s behavior. The SCQ-DR provides an opportunity for future studies
to continue the research on stigma consciousness and academic behaviors and abilities for
students enrolled in developmental reading and, if modified, for students enrolled in
developmental writing or developmental mathematics courses.
This study also expands the way we think about stigma consciousness to consider how
stigma consciousness may influence the thoughts and behaviors of individuals in different ways.
Smith, Kausar, and Holt-Lunstad (2007) examined undergraduate Pakistani women’s stigma
consciousness associated with majoring in science and how that might influence the women’s
academic experiences and motivation. In that college major is a choice, unlike gender, ethnicity,
and race, Smith et al. also expanded our understanding of the purview of stigma consciousness to
a realm previously not considered. In a similar fashion, the current study presents evidence for
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the existence of stigma consciousness in a domain unlike any previous study: reading skill and
ability in young adults. More studies on stigma consciousness in developmental domains, such as
reading, writing, and mathematics, can contribute to the way we think about and understand
stigma consciousness in education and further help us understand why many students react to
being enrolled in developmental education with feelings of frustration, embarrassment, and anger
(Strong American Schools, 2008).

Students’ Voiced Perceptions
and Experiences with Stigma

The second contribution, through the use of open-ended questions, was to provide
students a platform on which to voice stigma perceptions and experiences resulting from being
enrolled in a developmental reading course. Using open-ended questions is important because, as
mentioned previously, individual levels of stigma consciousness vary and students experience
stigma differently (Pinel, 1999, 2004). In reviewing other studies that used a modified version of
Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire, usually only students’ stigma consciousness scores
were collected and the students’ voiced perspectives and experiences further detailing their
stigma consciousness were absent.
One study that did include students’ voiced perceptions and experiences with stigma was
Mosley and Rosenberg’s (2007) study examining the stigma consciousness and academic
performance of African American females attending a predominantly White southern university.
After their participants completed a version of Pinel’s Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire
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(SCQ) modified for African American females, the researchers asked the participants 13 openended questions as part of a focus group that “engaged participants in open, casual dialogue
about their experiences (or lack thereof) concerning stigma consciousness and stereotype threat
at their university” (Mosley & Rosenberg, 2007, p. 97). According to Mosley and Rosenberg
(2007), the participants of their study expressed that when their gender and race are made salient
it negatively affected their behavior and performance, and in turn the women stated they become
more apprehensive and anxious about their performance. They found, for most of the women
experiencing stigma consciousness, it was a daily occurrence and “all were able to cite examples
of covert and overt racism, and the incidents caused them to interpret all of their experiences
through a racial lens” (p. 101). Including open-ended questions as part of a focus group is
important because utilizing both a qualitative and quantitative analysis provided a more
comprehensive perspective and understanding of stigma consciousness (Mosley & Rosenberg,
2007).
Specific to this study, participants were asked two open-ended questions. The first asked
participants if they were aware of any stigmas or assumptions associated with the developmental
reading course in which they were enrolled; the second asked participants to briefly express their
thoughts about being enrolled in the developmental reading course. After reviewing students’
responses to the two open-ended questions, this study found a variety of statements expressed
either a positive or negative sentiment pertaining to experiencing or perceiving some degree of
stigma associated with the developmental reading course or enrollment in the course. These
variations in students’ responses supports Pinel’s (1999, 2004) assertion that individuals within
the same group do not experience, react to, or are affected by a possible stigma in the same way.
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Adding open-ended questions to the SCQ-DR is also important because, as Elliott (2004)
suggested, relying solely on self-report measures may be inappropriate for studying complex
educational issues and may provide incomplete understandings of the complexities of the
education research. Including two open-ended questions with the SCQ-DR provided a qualitative
measure to support the quantitative measure of students’ stigma consciousness, ensured students’
perspectives were not missing (Reid & Moore, 2008), and contributed to understanding how
community college students perceived efforts to support their academic success (Long &
Boatman, 2013). Additionally, the two open-ended questions contributed to a more thorough
understanding of how stigma consciousness measures dispositional and situational individual
differences and the extent to which individuals believe a possible stereotyped status pervaded
their life experiences (Pinel, 1999, 2004).

Mindset, Stigma Consciousness, and Developmental Reading

The third contribution includes two unique contributions each resulting from the
examination of the mindsets of students enrolled in a developmental reading course. The first is
the relationship between mindset and stigma consciousness and mindset and course grade. The
second is the influence mindset had on the relationship between stigma consciousness and course
grade. Examining the mindsets of students enrolled in a developmental reading course, and these
relationships, was prompted by Lesgold and Welch-Ross’s (2012) suggestion that researchers
should examine the relationships between students’ beliefs and perceptions about academic
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ability and academic identity. This study used mindset to represent students’ beliefs and
perceptions about academic ability and stigma consciousness to represent academic identity.

Mindset and Stigma Consciousness

This study found a significant but weak, negative correlation between stigma
consciousness and mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and mindset effort
beliefs. Examining the relationship between mindset and stigma consciousness is important
because both constructs have been found to influence students’ academic behaviors. First, each
of the mindset constructs in this study (theory of intelligence, learning goals, and effort beliefs)
are rooted in research findings suggesting beliefs and attitudes about intellectual abilities can
influence one’s response to academic challenges (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2000; Dweck,
Walton, & Cohen, 2014). Second, studies have found that stigma consciousness influences
academic performance in stereotyped groups (Brown & Lee, 2005; Mosley & Rosenberg, 2007,
Pinel et al., 2005). Additionally, previous studies have found that students’ beliefs about how
individuals learn and students’ conceptualizations about themselves as learners are an important
influence in student academic behavior (Nist & Holschuh, 2012; Paulson & Armstrong, 2011;
Schraw & Bruning, 1996; Simpson & Nist, 2002).
This finding also provides a starting point for researchers conducting studies involving
developmental education and mindset interventions to consider the relationship between mindset
and stigma consciousness and the possible influence this relationship may have on students’
academic performance. A review of previous research found two studies of students enrolled in
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developmental mathematics at a community college that examined students’ attitudes toward
mathematics and learning mathematics and the influence a mindset intervention had on students’
developmental math course completion (Benken, Ramirez, Li, & Wetendorf, 2015; Bryk et. al.,
2013). Whether for students enrolled in developmental reading or students enrolled in
developmental writing or developmental mathematics, the SMS-DR or a modified version of the
SMS-DR could be utilized to expand developmental education and mindset interventions
research to include examining the relationships with stigma consciousness, course grade, and
other measures of academic performance.

Mindset and Course Grade

No significant relationships were found between mindset theory of intelligence and
students’ course grades, post-Lexile score, or change in Lexile scores. Though this study did not
find a correlation between students’ theory of intelligence and the other variables, which was
unexpected, this finding does provide an opportunity to begin thinking about how students
enrolled in a developmental reading course understand intelligence as it relates to academic
reading abilities.
The original mindset survey measured theory of intelligence by asking students to rank
their level of agreement with statements like “You can learn new things, but you can’t really
change your basic intelligence” and ‘‘You can always greatly change how intelligent you are”
(Blackwell et al., 2007). In a study that investigated the impact of a mindset intervention on
adolescent students’ motivation and achievement in science, the mindset theory of intelligence
questions were modified to measure “intelligence in science” (Shumow & Schmidt, 2013). For
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this study, the original theory of intelligence items were modified for a developmental reading
population to measure “academic reading intelligence.” At the beginning of the mindset
questionnaire, students were provided a statement that prompted them to think about their
intelligence and academic reading, equated reading abilities with academic reading intelligence,
and explained academic reading meant any reading that was completed for college coursework
(e.g., reading course textbooks, course assignment instructions, or other reading materials
assigned for courses). Specifically, the item ‘‘You can learn new things, but you can’t really
change your basic intelligence,” from the original survey was changed to “I can learn new
academic reading techniques, but I can’t really change my basic academic reading intelligence,”
on the SMS-DR, and ‘‘You can always greatly change how intelligent you are” was changed to
“I can always greatly change how intelligent I am in academic reading.”
Though the SMS-DR was validated in both the pilot study and full study, students may
have struggled to equate reading abilities with academic reading intelligence and contributed to
finding no correlation between students’ theory of intelligence and the other variables. Also,
students may not have fully understood the concept of academic reading intelligence and
equating reading abilities with academic reading intelligence may not have been the best method
to determine if students believed reading abilities are basically fixed, people have different levels
of ability and nothing can change that, or reading abilities can be cultivated and developed
through instruction, dedication, and hard work. Future studies of students’ mindset theory of
intelligence and reading abilities should first explore how students understand reading
intelligence before examining students’ mindset theory of intelligence.
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Mindset, Stigma Consciousness, and Academic Performance

Previous studies have found inverse relationships between stigma consciousness and
academic performance in stereotyped groups (Brown & Lee, 2005; Mosley & Rosenberg, 2007,
Pinel et al., 2005). This study hypothesized there would be an inverse relationship between
stigma consciousness and course grade and found a weak, negative correlation approaching
significance between stigma consciousness and student course grade. Other studies have found
that beliefs and attitudes about intellectual abilities can influence one’s response to academic
challenges (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2000; Dweck et al., 2014). No studies have examined
what influence beliefs and attitudes about intellectual abilities could have on the relationship
between stigma consciousness and academic performance. Therefore, this study examined the
influence students’ mindset learning goals and students’ mindset effort beliefs each had on the
relationship between students’ stigma consciousness and course grades.
It was hypothesized that students’ mindset learning goals would moderate the
relationship between students’ stigma consciousness and course grades. In exploring this
hypothesis, a significant cross-over interaction was found, which indicated that for students’ who
reported high mindset learning goals there was a significant negative relationship between stigma
consciousness and grades. However, for students who reported low mindset learning goals there
was no relationship between stigma consciousness and grades. This finding is also important for
future researchers examining developmental education and mindset interventions. Over the past
several years there have been several studies that have examined the effect of introducing a
mindset intervention into classrooms for the purpose of helping students develop competence
and to emphasize learning and deepening understanding to improve student achievement and
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reduce achievement gaps (Aronson et al., 2002; Blackwell et al., 2007; Paunesku et. al., 2015;
Yeager & Walton, 2011).
For example, if a mindset learning goals intervention is used in a developmental reading
course, for the purpose of improving student achievement, and the intervention results in some
students reporting higher mindset learning goals, the result of the intervention may actually be a
decrease in achievement for these students who report a higher stigma consciousness. Since
mindset learning goals is a measure of mastery goal orientation, given the interaction effect
described previously and the potential decreased achievement for these students, the presence of
increased stigma consciousness may undermine the intended mindset intervention support for
resilience to learning challenges. Thus, this finding requires further examination of the
relationship between stigma consciousness and course grade and the influence mindset learning
goals has on this relationship. Returning to the first contribution of this study, the validated
measure of stigma consciousness for a developmental reading context, SCQ-DR, can be an
important tool for this continued examination.
It was also hypothesized that students’ mindset effort beliefs would moderate the
relationship between stigma consciousness and course grade. In exploring this hypothesis, a
significant cross-over interaction was found, which indicated that for students with high mindset
effort beliefs there was a significant negative relationship between stigma consciousness and
grades, but for students who reported low mindset effort beliefs, no such relationship was found.
Similar to the finding with mindset learning goals, this finding may have significant
consequences for students enrolled in a developmental reading course.
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The mindset effort beliefs items on the SMS-DR asked students to express the degree to
which they believed working hard at academic reading was worth the improvement in academic
reading abilities and if they believed that academic reading competence developed over time
through practice and effort. Since beliefs about the purposes for engaging in goals and the
meaning of effort, success, and failure are related to goal orientations (Kaplan & Maehr 2007;
Pintrich, 2000), additional examinations of the relationship between stigma consciousness and
course grade and the influence of mindset learning goals and mindset effort beliefs on this
relationship is important because, though prior research has investigated the relationship between
perceived classroom goal structures, classroom behaviors, and academic achievement, little
research has examined how the classroom environment shapes contingencies of self-worth that
may underlie changes in goal orientations and achievement (O’Keefe, Ben-Eliyahu, &
Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2013). Students’ stigma consciousness may be a contingency of self-worth
and if, as the findings with mindset learning goals and mindset effort beliefs have shown, this
contingency of self-worth does underlie changes in goal orientations and achievement, then
further examinations of the developmental reading classroom environment are also needed. In
addition, further research into the influence of mindset learning goals and mindset effort beliefs
on the relationship between stigma consciousness and students’ course grades should also be
conducted with students enrolled in developmental writing and mathematics courses, given that
there are mindset intervention studies occurring with students enrolled in developmental math
(Benken et al., 2015; Bryk, et. al., 2013).
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Intended Audience

A common assumption about literacy development is that proficiencies automatically
evolve as readers advance though school, but in reality literacy development requires a
constructive series of connections that take place within the context of college (Holschuh &
Paulson, 2013). Additionally, students are able to provide unique insights into the academic
challenges they face that academic assistance professionals often are unable to fully understand
(Bradley, Kish, Krudwig, Williams, & Wooden, 2002; Maxwell, 1997). The primary goal of this
study was to provide academic assistance professionals working to build these connections in
developmental domains, such as reading, writing, and mathematics, an opportunity to better
understand the academic challenges their students face, particularly the stigma that students may
perceive and experience as a result of being enrolled in a developmental education course. To
this end, the SCQ-DR and SMS-DR developed and validated for this study are important tools
whose use in a developmental education context could contribute to that understanding. Using a
variety of valid procedures enables instructors to learn more about their students and can assist
instructors in planning instruction and support students’ own understanding of their academic
strengths and needs (Bradley, Kish, Krudwig, Williams, & Wooden, 2002; Maxwell, 1997).
In addition to providing academic assistance professionals a means to better understand
the academic challenges their students face, this study provides key stakeholders engaging in
program evaluation studies a means of collecting data using a combination of qualitative and
quantitative instruments. Effective program evaluation studies should include a combination of
qualitative and quantitative instruments because data from one instrument can be used to provide
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additional substantiation for the data collected from the other and should also assess the
perceptions of the students enrolled in the program (Simpson, Stahl, & Francis, 2004).
Community colleges should also carefully consider the assessments that they use to place
students in developmental education and the instructional support they provide to full-time and
adjunct faculty (Zachry Rutschow & Schneider, 2011). The findings of this study can support
these considerations.

Limitations

One limitation of the current study is that it was conducted at one community college and
included students enrolled in two developmental reading courses. Although there were no
significant differences between the mean stigma consciousness scores and mean change in Lexile
scores for the two developmental reading courses and the courses had similar learning objectives,
the course content was slightly different and there were several instructors teaching these
courses. Differences in students’ perceptions of and experiences with stigma and students’
mindset theory of intelligence, mindset learning goals, and mindset effort beliefs may be
influenced by the course content or particular instructors’ instructional methods. Future studies
should consider the possible differences that may occur for students enrolled in tiered
developmental education courses taught by more than one instructor.
Another limitation was data was collected a one point in the semester. Collecting data at
one point during the semester required students to recall any stigma perceived or experienced
earlier in the semester and fails to capture stigma perceptions and experiences that would occur
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later in the semester. In this study, data was collected from students around the mid-semester
point of their course in order to provide students time to interact with classmates, faculty, and
other students and develop possible stigmatized experiences pertaining to being enrolled in the
developmental reading course. Future studies should be conscious of when and how frequently
the SCQ-DR and SMS-DR are administered. Measuring students’ stigma consciousness and
mindset at more than one point during the duration of the course (e.g., the beginning of the
course, during the middle of the course, and again at the end of the course) could provide a more
accurate measurement of students’ stigma consciousness and mindset and identify any
exaggerated results that students may report. Multiple data points may even allow for a more
detailed analysis of the factors that influence students’ stigma consciousness and mindsets.
Also, grade data consisted of one final letter grade that was recoded into a numeric value,
collected at the end of the semester. Though for the developmental reading program used for this
study a single final grade was a significant factor in determining students’ success in the course,
future studies should be cognizant of how students’ academic success is measured in different
developmental reading programs and be aware of the limitations of using a single measure.
Finally, though the data was collected using an online survey tool, to assist in ensuring
students’ confidentiality, the possibility exists that students’ responses were biased as a result of
students’ beliefs about the degree to which their responses would be confidential. Also, students’
responses could be influenced by the degree to which students believed there are socially
acceptable responses to questions pertaining to intellectual ability, goals for learning, beliefs
about effort, and the attitudes towards the developmental reading course. Future studies should
be aware of the potential for biased responses depending on the degree to which students believe
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their response would be confidential; any societal expectations students may hold pertaining to
intelligence, learning, and effort; and students’ attitudes toward being required or advised to
enroll in a developmental reading course.

Conclusions

Despite these limitations, this study highlighted the importance of better understanding
the experiences of students enrolled in developmental reading courses and exploring the factors
that influence their ability to succeed in those courses. Building on the work of this study, future
developmental reading education studies can contribute to the continued efforts to improve
teaching in developmental reading courses and ensure developmental reading education
continues to prepare students for college-level coursework. This study has also suggested further
areas of research to examine the experiences of students enrolled in other developmental
education programs in an effort to better understand the academic conditions that contribute to
improvements in the developmental reading field. More broadly, this study’s findings have
implications for all developmental education programs by furthering the examination of
developmental education improvements that will strengthen the framework that supports
academically underprepared students and provides a bridge between inadequate high school
preparation and college readiness, eventually leading to expanded access to all who seek a
college degree.
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College Reading Survey:
Examining Students’ Thoughts and Experiences

As a student enrolled in College Reading, your responses to the survey questions will help college
reading teachers to better understand the thoughts and experiences of students enrolled in a college
reading course. The survey includes 3 sections for a total of 32 questions and should take about 10-15
minutes to complete. All of your responses will be kept confidential. Only the survey researcher, J.
Schwartz, will see your survey response data, which will be stored on a secure server. There are no
foreseeable risks for participating in this study.
Your participation is completely voluntary and you can discontinue the survey at any time, although I
hope you will complete each section. If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to contact
me, J. Schwartz, at (708) 209-3203 or jschwartz1@niu.edu. If you have questions about the rights of
research subjects please contact the Northern Illinois University Office of Research Compliance at 815753-8588.

In addition to your survey responses, I request permission to use the following information from your
Joliet Junior College student records. This information will be used to examine the relationship between
academic performance, college enrollment, and the responses you provide on the survey.

1.

Your Fall 2016 College Reading course grade

2.

Your overall GPA for the Fall 2016 semester

3.

Your Lexile scores

4.

Your enrollment status for the Spring 2017 semester (enrolled or not enrolled)

If you give permission, I will use your student ID number to request this information from your student
records. After I have received your information from the college, your information will be assigned to a
study participant number and your name and student ID number will be removed from your survey
responses. No personally identifiable information will remain in the survey data at the conclusion of the
study
If you agree to participate in the study and allow me access to your student information, please provide
your first and last name, and student ID number.

By providing this information you consent to participate in the study.
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STUDENT MINDSET
This survey is asking you to think about your intelligence and academic reading. Academic
reading means any reading that you complete for your college coursework. This could be
reading course textbooks, course assignment instructions, or other reading materials assigned
for your courses.

For the statements 1 through 17 below, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree
with each statement by circling the number of your response.

Strongly

Strongly

Disagree

Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

My academic reading intelligence is
something I can't change very much.

1

2

3

4

5

6

2

I have a certain amount of academic
reading intelligence, and I really can't do
much to change it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

3

I can learn new academic reading
techniques, but I can't really change my
basic academic reading intelligence.

1

2

3

4

5

6

4

No matter who I am, I can change my
academic reading intelligence a lot.

1

2

3

4

5

6

5

I can always greatly change how
intelligent I am in academic reading.

1

2

3

4

5

6

6

No matter how much academic reading
intelligence I have, I can always change
it a good amount.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

An important reason why I complete my
academic reading is because I like to
learn new things.

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

I like academic reading best when it
makes me think hard.

1

2

3

4

5

6

9

I like academic reading that I'll learn
from even if I make a lot of mistakes.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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10 When I have to work hard at academic
reading, it makes me feel like I'm not very
smart.

1

2

3

4

5

6

11 It doesn't matter how hard I work at
academic reading, if I’m not smart I won't
do well with the reading.

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

If academic reading is hard for me, it
13 means I probably won't be able to do
really well at it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

If I am not doing well at certain academic
14 reading, it's better to read something
easier.

1

2

3

4

5

6

When academic reading is hard, it just
15 makes me want to work more on it, not
less.

1

2

3

4

5

6

12

If I am not good at academic reading,
working hard won't make me good at it.

16

The harder I work at my academic reading,
the better I will be at it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

17

If an academic reading assignment is hard,
it means I'll probably learn a lot doing it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Please write your answer to the following question on the lines provided.

18. Briefly describe what you think “academic reading intelligence” means.
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STUDENT EXPERIENCES

Please write your answer to the following question on the lines provided.

1. Are there stigmas (i.e., stereotype, judgment, bias) and assumptions (i.e., work load, type of
student who enrolls, importance) associated with the courses you are taking through the
Developmental Reading program? Briefly explain.
________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

For the statements 2 through 9 below, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
statement by circling the number of your response.

Strongly

Strongly

Disagree

Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

2

Stereotypes and stigmas about students in
ENG XXX have not affected me personally.

1

2

3

4

5

6

3

When interacting with other students, who
know I am in ENG XXX, I feel like they
interpret my academic behaviors in terms
of the fact that I am in ENG XXX.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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4

Most students not enrolled in ENG XXX do
not judge me on the basis of being in ENG
XXX.

1

2

3

4

5

6

5

My being in ENG XXX does not influence
how other college students interact with
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

6

I almost never think about the fact that I
am in ENG XXX when I interact with other
college students.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

My being in ENG XXX does not influence
how other people interact with me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

Most college students have a lot more
negative thoughts about me being in ENG
XXX than they actually express.

1

2

3

4

5

6

9

Most college students have a problem
viewing me, a student in ENG XXX, as
equals.

1

2

3

4

5

6

STUDENT CHARACTERISITCS
What is your age?
Less than 18 years old
18-24 years
25-29 years
30-34 years
35-39 years
40-49 years
50-64 years
65 years or older

What is your gender?
Male
Female
Transgender
I prefer not to answer
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What is your race/ethnicity?
Black or African American
Caucasian (White; non-Hispanic)
Hispanic / Latino/a
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian or Asian American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
More than one race/ethnicity
I prefer not to answer

I am currently enrolled as a:
Full-time student (12 or more credits per semester)
Part-time student (11 or fewer credits per semester)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

